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Abstract 
A Study of the Relationship of Perceived 
Principal Supervision and Support to the Perceived 
Self-Efficacy of Beginning and Experienced  
K-12 Teachers 
Leonard M. Spearing 
Michel Miller O’Neal, Ph.D. 
 
 
In this quantitative study the author examined the relationship between the perceived 
level of principal supervision and support to the perceived self-efficacy of K-12 teachers 
in a suburban public school district.  The impact of perceived self-efficacy upon the 
commitment to remain in teaching was also considered.  Finally the differential 
relationship between perceived principal support and supervision to commitment to 
remain in teaching was compared for novice and experienced teachers.  This study did 
not introduce an experimental treatment but surveyed teachers in their naturally occurring 
situation.  Teachers in a suburban school district filled out a 40-item online questionnaire 
assessing their perceptions of the level of principal support and supervision they receive 
along with their perceived self-efficacy and their level of commitment to remain in 
teaching.  152 questionnaires were completed for a return rate of 17.1%.  Correlations 
were run for each of the research questions.  Weak positive correlations were found to 
exist between perceived self-efficacy and principal support (r =.164, p < .05, N = 152) 
and principal supervision (r = .324, p < .01, N = 152).  Weak correlations were also found 
for commitment to remain in teaching, for experienced teachers, and principal support (r  
= .354, p < .01, n = 144) and principal supervision (r  = .258, p < .01, n = 144).  The 
sample population of novice teachers was small, n = 8, and yielded no significant results.  
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Suggestions for further research include investigations into alternative methods of 
principal supervision and collecting measurements of collective self-efficacy. 
 Keywords:  perceived self-efficacy, principal supervision
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 This study will endeavor to investigate factors affecting the perceived self-
efficacy of teachers.  Specifically, how elements of principal supervision and support 
influence the perceived self-efficacy of developing and experienced teachers.  In 
addition, the relationship of a teacher’s perceived self-efficacy to their commitment to 
teaching will also be explored.  
Stated as four research questions: 
1. What is the relationship of perceived active principal supervision to the 
perceived self-efficacy of K-12 teachers in a suburban school district? 
2. Does the perceived level of principal support have any relationship to the 
teacher’s perceived self-efficacy?  
3. Is there a relationship between a teacher’s perceived self-efficacy and their 
commitment to the teaching profession? 
4. Does the level of perceived principal supervision and support correlate to 
commitment to remain in teaching in the same way for novice and 
experienced teachers? 
 Using Albert Bandura’s concept of perceived self-efficacy as a framework, K-12 
teachers will be evaluated with regard to their perceived self-efficacy in the domains of 
student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management.  It is assumed, 
based upon the evidence found in the literature, teachers with higher self-efficacy will 
exert more effort, persist in the face of hardship and promote greater student achievement 
than those teachers with lower self-efficacy (Margolis & McCabe, 2004; Pajares, 1996). 
10 
 Much research has noted the value of a positive school climate and a supportive 
administrative team in fostering high self-efficacy (Ahmet, 2002; Coladarci & Breton, 
1997; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993).  Factors which contribute to the development of self-
efficacy, especially principal supervision and support, as well as the optimal approach for 
ameliorating self-efficacy will be examined 
Significance 
 Education is a source of concern for many groups and individuals within the 
United States.    Both the cost and effectiveness of publicly funded education are 
questioned on a regular basis by parents, school boards, community groups and 
governmental organizations.  An indication of the elevated level of national concern for 
basic education is the increasing amount of attention from both public and private 
entities.  
  The “No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB),” the 2001 incarnation of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, represents landmark legislation, which seeks 
to enact change within the American school system.  Both vilified and applauded, it 
establishes severe consequences for schools that fail to meet adequate yearly progress.  
Such attempts at promoting educational change have been erratic and largely 
unsuccessful.  Reform efforts have included small local initiatives as well as large 
systemic transformations.  The success of both has been rather limited.  In general, school 
institutions, even the least successful, have been resistant to change. 
 The apparent lack of success of these programs has done nothing to dissuade 
more intense efforts.  As the Elementary Secondary Education Act (ESEA/NCLB) awaits 
reauthorization, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan has called for revolutionary change 
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in not only school practices and procedures, but in the way teachers are prepared for the 
classroom.  Calling current teacher education programs “mediocre,” Duncan’s emphasis 
on dramatic change in teacher education highlights the importance the federal 
government places on highly skilled and effective teachers (U.S. Dept. of Ed, 2009).  The 
Obama administration has more recently outlined a Blueprint for Reform which calls for 
specific changes in education (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2010). 
 Among the more recent initiatives by the federal government, the “Race to the 
Top” program seeks to reward innovative and effective reform efforts by state and local 
entities with financial incentives.  A subsection of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009, the “Race to the Top” program places specific emphasis on 
actions which seek to improve teacher preparation and effectiveness and attempts to 
create systems to help teachers improve (Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, 
2009). 
 Reform efforts, however, are not limited to government institutions.  In October 
of 2009 the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, announced an investment of $335 million 
to improve teacher quality.  Forty five million dollars of this fund is specifically targeted 
at discovering what exactly defines an effective teacher (Blankinship, 2009).    The Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation awarded the city of Philadelphia $2.5 million on 
December 3rd, 2012 to promote collaboration between public and charter schools and 
fund projects aimed at boosting teacher training and principal leadership, among other 
things.  This gift was part of a seven-city $25 million dollar grant (Graham, 2012). 
 Schools have been described as “culturally tight but structurally loose,” 
(Sergiovanni, 1999).   This description points to the fact that very often instructional 
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routines and procedures in the classroom are not highly structured across the spectrum of 
programs within a district.  Emotional context and the relationships between 
administration, staff and students are given more importance than exacting adherence to 
instructional practice.   Accepting this characterization of the school environment, it is 
not surprising the transfer of innovative teaching practices into the classroom is 
inconsistent.  As with many large organizations, school bureaucracies cling to the same 
procedures that they have followed in the past, despite the fact that more effective 
practices may exist.  Change and improvement occurs slowly if at all.  Faced with this 
constellation of problems, how do we improve the performance of our schools, so all 
students achieve the necessary skills to realize their full potential as learners?  A better 
understanding of the complexities of perceived self-efficacy and how it can be enhanced 
may hold some answers to this question (Schwartz, 2010).  
Definition of Terms 
 Affective States:  Level of emotional arousal, can be either detrimental or 
beneficial to the individual’s belief in their ability to successfully complete a task 
depending upon the situation and the level of physiological excitation (Bandura, 1993). 
 Agency:  Capacity to exercise control over one’s own thought processes, 
motivation and action (Bandura, 1986). 
 Enactive Mastery:  Synonymous with mastery experience, this refers to 
confidence in one’s ability that is acquired through successful performance of that task.  
Repeated successful performance increases self-efficacy. Unsuccessful attempts (negative 
mastery) decrease self-efficacy. (Bandura, 1982). 
13 
 Locus of Control:  Refers to the degree to which an individual believes that their 
own actions will result in reinforcement.  Individuals with an internal locus of control 
have a high   
expectancy their behavior will result in reinforcement.  Those with an external locus of 
control believe reinforcement is related to events outside their control (Rotter, 1966).See 
also Seligman on learned helplessness. 
 Mentor:  An experienced teacher who is part of an internship dyad aimed at 
helping the beginning teacher gain expertise in education (Fletcher, Strong & Villar, 
2005). 
 Perceived Self-Efficacy:  Confidence in one’s ability to organize and execute a 
specific course of action which will result in a successful outcome, it is considered to be 
context specific (Weasmer & Woods, 1998).  Used synonymously with “self-efficacy.” 
 Social Persuasion:  This influence may involve performance feedback from an 
administrator or colleague or could simply consist of peer comments about a particular 
practice or strategy (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998). 
 Self Concept:  “The organized consistent conceptual gestalt composed of 
perceptions of the characteristics of 'I' or 'me' and the perceptions of the relationships of 
the 'I' or 'me' to others and to various aspects of life, together with the values attached to 
these perceptions. It is a gestalt which is available to awareness though not necessarily in 
awareness. It is a fluid and changing gestalt, a process, but at any given moment it is a 
specific entity.” (Rogers, 1959) 
 Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy:  A general term used to characterize a teacher’s 
belief that his or her ability to successfully provide instruction.  Initially used to 
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characterize a variable in the Rand Study (1976); it is occasionally substituted for 
perceived self-efficacy which is a term not specific to teachers. 
 Teacher Induction:  A comprehensive and systematic form of teacher orientation 
and indoctrination which takes place over several years and includes mentoring as well as 
professional development activities. 
 Vicarious Experience:  Considered to be the second most powerful method of 
changing self-efficacy beliefs; the beginning teacher draws conclusions about the 
effectiveness of a particular practice as well as his/her ability to implement that course of 
action based upon behaviors modeled by someone else (Bandura, 1993).  
Teacher Efficacy 
 Ashton (1984) makes the assertion that the construct of teacher efficacy is one of 
the most consistent and powerful predictors of student achievement.  This conclusion is 
supported by a substantial amount of research from a variety of individuals (Allinder, 
1994; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2004; Ross, 1992).  Accepting these 
beliefs to be true, it is logical to use the enhancement of perceived self-efficacy as one of 
the key elements of teacher improvement.  Variables which address self-efficacy issues in 
a systematic and consistent manner may offer a vehicle for the development of teacher 
effectiveness (Anderson, Green & Loewen, 1988). 
 Perceived self-efficacy, as an element of Bandura’s social cognitive theory, refers 
to the degree to which an individual believes they can exercise control over a specific 
situation and realize a positive outcome.  Applied to education, a teacher’s perceived self-
efficacy concerns their confidence in their ability to exercise control over instruction and 
student learning.  According to Goddard, Hoy and Hoy (2004), a high sense of self-
15 
efficacy has a strong positive relationship with innovative teaching strategies, improved 
student achievement and the ability to persevere in the face of difficulty.   
 By specifically targeting the development of high perceived self-efficacy, this can 
provide a barometer to indicate how well the new teacher is acquiring both instructional 
skills and the confidence to use them effectively.  As described in Bandura’s Theory, 
perceived self-efficacy is most malleable in the early stages of teacher development.  This 
understanding of perceived self-efficacy makes it relevant in a pre-service student 
teaching situation as part of an undergraduate program.  Perceived self-efficacy is just as 
valuable, if not more important, during the early career of an in-service teacher as they 
are faced with the reality of their classroom and institutional responsibilities (Gibson & 
Dembo, 1985; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998; Watson, 2006). 
Principal Leadership 
 The Obama administration released its “blueprint” for revising the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) on March 13, 2010.   The first stated policy of this 
Blueprint for Reform is, “Improving teacher and principal effectiveness to ensure that 
every classroom has a great teacher and every school has a great leader” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010). 
 The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), a committee 
created by the Council of Chief School Officers, released a set of standards in 1996 to 
help guide the development of candidates for school administration.  These standards 
were updated in 2008 and have been adopted by more than 43 states (Glenewinkel, 
2011).  These standards and their function are listed in Appendix E. 
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 It has been demonstrated that principal leadership has a significant positive 
impact upon student achievement (Cotton, 2003; Lea, 2011; Quinn, 2011).  As a specific 
example, a Virginia study found that student achievement was greater for principals rated 
higher on school leadership using a rubric based on ISLLC standards, even controlling 
for other variables such as socioeconomic status (Owings, Kaplan & Nunnery, 2005).    
 Leadership relates to the ability to provide direction and exercise influence over 
others in an effort to achieve shared goals (Leithwood, 2005).  In particular, principal 
leadership can be considered as either transformational or transactional (Bass, 1985).  
Transactional leadership involves an emphasis on extrinsic rewards and management 
techniques.  Scholars argue that this coercive emphasis on contingent reinforcement will 
create an environment with little autonomy and low motivation (Eyal & Roth, 2011; 
Gagné and Deci, 2005; Sheldon 2011).  In contrast, transformational leaders attempt to 
develop teachers into instructors who work cooperatively and in a supportive manner 
with fellow teachers to bring about a more harmonious workplace and where teachers 
work diligently to promote learning (Bozman, 2011).  Transformational leadership has 
received a great deal of attention from those focused on school reform and achievement 
(Greb, 2011; Lea, 2011). 
 Bass and Avolio (1994) identified four transformational leadership behaviors.  
Principals and other leaders engaging in idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration are said to be transformational.   
 Krug (1992) defined five domains of instructional leadership which align 
favorably with the ISLLC standards.  These five areas are defining mission, managing 
curriculum and instruction, supervising and supporting teaching, monitoring student 
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progress, and promoting instructional climate.  These same domains were reiterated by 
Wirt and Krug (1998) and explored from a constructivist perspective. 
 Teacher supervision and support are essential components in the facilitation of 
new educators into the teaching profession.  In over forty states, including Pennsylvania, 
an approved induction plan is required by law.  In the induction guidelines published by 
the Pennsylvania Department of Education, (2002, p 1), it states “that the quality of 
educators is the largest single factor influencing student learning.”  Perhaps the 
systematic supervision and support of teachers can offer a method for establishing more 
consistent and effective teachers (Spillane, 2002). 
 One of the key factors in a responsive teacher induction plan is the role of the 
principal.  The principal, as instructional leader, is well positioned to foster both 
instructional change and teacher effectiveness.  As a supervisor in a position of authority, 
the principal has even more influence than a mentor who is typically a peer.  By 
demonstrating and encouraging “best practices” the principal can be an agent for dynamic 
change within the school setting (Ebmeier, 2003; Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005).  
This will be most effective when principals realize the importance of the emotional 
context in developing exceptional teachers.  Perceived self-efficacy can be a valuable tool 
in helping principals establish and improve their connection with teachers. 
 Mentoring has also been found to be one of the most effective ways of 
establishing change in schools (Vaughn & Coleman, 2004).  It is believed that a principal 
who is perceived as an instructional leader who is active and supportive may also fulfill 
this role as a mentor and address the underlying issue of perceived self-efficacy, fostering 
the willingness and ability of teachers to implement effective instruction 
18 
Improving Self-Efficacy 
 Bandura identifies four components. which shape perceived self-efficacy:  
mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasion and affective states (Bandura, 
1993, 1997).  A mastery experience is the most influential source of efficacy-shaping 
information.  The perception that a personal use of a technique or strategy has been 
successful will strongly influence the efficacy belief in a positive direction.  Based upon 
this success the individual will be more likely to believe that they can accomplish that 
task again.  Conversely, a poor experience would shape the efficacy belief in a negative 
direction and the individual will be more likely to believe that, if repeated, it would again 
result in failure.   
 As the name implies, a vicarious experience is one that is modeled by someone 
other than the individual.  If a colleague employs an innovative teaching practice and is 
successful this will have a positive influence upon the self-efficacy of another individual. 
The closer the subject identifies with the model, the greater will be the impact.  If the 
observer witnesses a success he o is more likely to believe that he can achieve the same 
task because he has seen it accomplished by someone who is similar to themselves.  If the 
model fails, it is more likely to affect the efficacy belief in the opposite direction because 
they shared in the failure.  Principals, as instructional leaders, are in a position to provide 
models of appropriate instructional behaviors.  The closer the identification of the 
principal with the teacher; the greater the potential influence the principal may have 
(Riggs & Enochs, 1990; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2002). 
 Social persuasion and affective states are two other factors which will manipulate 
efficacy beliefs.  Social persuasion refers to encouragement or specific performance 
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feedback an individual may receive from a colleague or a supervisor.  By itself, social 
persuasion is not a powerful element in improving efficacy, but it can act in concert with 
other factors to inoculate the teacher from discouragement.  The potential of social 
persuasion to control is positively affected by the relationship of the persuader to the 
person (Ross, 1990; Millner, 2002).   
 The level of emotion, also described as an affective state, can add to or denigrate 
a person’s sense of agency or control.  Anxiety tends to increase the individual’s sense of 
powerlessness, leading them to believe they will not be able to accomplish the task at 
hand.  Positive arousal or excitement will tend to increase the sense of efficacy and 
provide the energy necessary for an individual to make and sustain changes (Pajares, 
1996; Moore, 2006).  A strong mentor/inductee relationship is capable of creating 
positive emotional states and reducing the impact of negative experiences. 
 Considering this description of the factors which impact a teacher’s perceived 
self-efficacy, it is easy to see that a significant individual in a teacher’s development, 
such as a principal, could have a considerable influence in the improvement of a teacher’s 
perceived self-efficacy.  The principal, serving as a supervisor and instructional leader, is 
able to influence the four factors which shape perceived self-efficacy: mastery 
experience, vicarious experience, social persuasion and affective states (Guskey, 1984; 
Hipp, 1996; Hanson & Moir, 2008). 
Teacher Retention 
 Estimates of teacher attrition indicate that more than one third of new teachers 
will leave the profession within the first three years to pursue other occupations (National 
Center for Statistics, 2004).  Wisconsin saw a 75% jump in the attrition rate, when one of 
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every 7 teachers left their position (Hetzner, 2003).  According to figures from the U.S. 
Department of Education (2003) 11.4% of all teachers in special education lacked the 
appropriate certification during the 2000-2001 school year.  This lack of qualified and 
experienced teachers has a significant negative impact upon student achievement 
(Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002).  Individuals who have left teaching have been 
found to have lower teacher efficacy scores than teachers in either their first or fifth year 
of teaching (Glickman & Tamashiro, 1982).   
 Recent studies (Ash, 2007; Wilder 2009) have indicated that some geographic 
areas have seen teacher retention rates improve through improved support for teachers, 
especially within their first five years.  Despite the decrease, 12.5% of teachers still left 
the profession for reasons other than retirement. 
 Pogodzinski and colleagues (2012) found a strong connection between the 
administrative climate of a school building and the desire of novice teachers to continue 
teaching.  Citing a great deal of collateral evidence, in addition to their quantitative study, 
the researchers establish a strong case for the influence of a positive perception of school 
leadership on the commitment of novice teachers to remain in the profession. 
Delimitations 
 This study confines itself to a single public suburban school district, located in 
Southeastern Pennsylvania, and focuses upon teachers in K-12 situations.  The focus of 
the investigation also centers on perceived principal supervision and support.  There are 
many other principal behaviors, and school leadership issues, that may impact the self-
efficacy of teachers.  A delimitation of the survey is the willingness of participants to take 
part and to complete each survey in an accurate and timely manner. 
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 When using a correlational method, it is important to remember that correlation 
does not prove causality.  Keeping this in mind, it may still be possible to draw valid 
conclusions, regarding principal support and supervision, based upon the results of this 
study. 
Limitations 
 The schools, which form the context for this study, are generally high performing 
entities which may have fewer socioeconomic issues than urban and low performing 
districts.  Teachers are compensated at a rate that is higher than the national average.  As 
such, the influence of the principal may be more prevalent, than in those organizations 
that are complicated by other factors, such as, socioeconomic hardship or low salary.  
The information in this investigation, regarding principal supervision and support is 
based upon the perceptions of teachers, not the independently observed behavior of the 
principals.  The sample of novice teachers, in comparison to the number of experienced 
teachers, is small.  This will make it difficult to generate a high degree of significance 
from the correlation.  It is hoped, that the results of this investigation will provide useful 
information; however, caution should be used in extrapolating these findings to other 
locations and situations.   
Summary 
 The current perceptions of public education, as well as formal and informal 
evaluations of student outcomes, demand that school practices continue to be explored 
and developed.  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires that improvements in 
teacher quality and teacher effectiveness be pursued assiduously.  More recent federal 
interventions, such as the “Race to the Top” program, aggressively target improvements 
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in many areas of teacher and school performance with considerable amounts of cash.  
The private sector joins in this call for educational reform.  A better understanding of the 
construct of perceived self-efficacy, and the factors which enhance its development,  has 
the potential to increase the effectiveness of educators and improve student performance.   
 Principal leadership has emerged as an area of keen focus in contemporary 
schools.   Principal support and supervision are seen by many entities as a powerful tool 
for developing and maintaining skilled and effective teachers.  For this reason, much 
emphasis has been placed upon school leadership. 
 This study hopes to demonstrate the interrelatedness of principal activity and the 
concept of perceived self-efficacy.  Principal support and supervision can improve 
perceived self-efficacy, which can improve teacher quality and advance student 
performance.  In addition, high levels of perceived self-efficacy may be indicative of a 
greater commitment to remain in the profession of teaching. 
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Chapter 2:  Review of the Literature 
 The purpose of this section is to review relevant literature, as it relates to the 
questions previously outlined, and provide a foundation and context for the subsequent 
rationale supporting the study.  Self-efficacy has been connected, in the literature, to 
positive teacher behaviors, retention of personnel and increased student achievement, as 
well as several other positive outcomes (Armor et al., 1985; Ashton & Webb, 1986; 
Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; 
McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).  This review will examine 
self-efficacy, beginning with a historical perspective, and including current beliefs, 
supposed formative variables, and practical implications.  This concept, variously 
referred to as self-efficacy, perceived self-efficacy and teacher’s sense of efficacy, is 
examined in general terms, from its inception, a little over three decades ago, to its more 
specific significance, with regard to the perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  Evidence 
demonstrating that this is a powerful paradigm, able to heavily influence both the 
affective nature, and effectiveness of teachers will be discussed.  Recognizing that the 
possible benefits of improved teacher efficacy are substantial, factors which are thought 
to strengthen this construct will be examined. 
 Shortly after the emergence of teacher efficacy, as a meaningful 
psychoeducational theory, efforts were made to quantify and measure its presence.  
Researchers were able to successfully develop numerous assessment instruments 
(Ashton, 1984; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 
2001).  Using different types of multiple-choice measures, investigators successfully 
developed several tools, that demonstrated sufficient reliability and validity to be used 
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with confidence.  Literature was reviewed, to identify an appropriate measurement device 
for this study. 
 Once the measurement of the strength or weakness of perceived self-efficacy was 
enabled, investigators examined factors which contribute to an elevated measurement of 
self-efficacy.  These studies were reviewed, to identify those variables which were most 
associated with high self-efficacy.   In addition to examining the practices that influence 
self-efficacy, consideration was given to the degree of malleability of this construct, at 
different points in the career of the evolving teacher.      
 Principal leadership has received an increasing amount of attention, to address the 
concerns about perceived problems in education.  Transformational approaches to 
supervision are outlined and studied, with the purpose of understanding how this process 
affects the ability of teachers to effectively meet their responsibilities as educators.  The 
importance of various facets of the principal leadership is considered, from the 
perspective of both the principal and the teacher. 
 Finally, the overlap of perceived self-efficacy and Principal leadership is 
scrutinized, focusing on elements of supervision and support, which have the potential to 
positively impact the development of self-efficacy.  Ways of optimizing the development 
of self-efficacy are considered, primarily the role of the principal.  The principal as 
instructional leader is a paradigm that has received increasing emphasis in recent years 
(Hallinger, 1992, Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005).  
Search Criteria 
 An exploration of the research topic was executed, beginning with the ProQuest 
database search engine.  The criterion “perceived self-efficacy” yielded numerous results 
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and led to additional variables, including “teacher efficacy” and “locus of control.”  The 
search was broadened to include ancillary studies, by reducing the search item to “self-
efficacy.”   
 To ensure that high quality scholarly articles were referenced, the results were 
filtered to include only “peer-reviewed” journals.  Boolean operators were used to further 
restrict searches, to articles that met multiple criteria.  Certain researchers emerged with 
multiple publications.  Searches were conducted under those names to reveal additional 
articles that might have escaped previous review.  To increase the scope of the search, 
ERIC and EBSCO databases were also employed.  In an attempt to cast an even broader 
net, the “Google Scholar” search engine was utilized, with the previously identified 
terms.   These articles were given additional scrutiny, to make sure that they met an 
appropriate amount of academic rigor, and did not include consumer publications, that 
expressed opinions rather than research.  Research from the Rand Corporation, which 
was cited numerous times, was downloaded directly from their website.  
Historical Perspective  
 The Rand study. In seeking to trace the origin of the current term, “perceived 
self-efficacy,” there are two well-acknowledged foundations.  The earliest reference to 
this concept, termed teacher efficacy, can be found in research published by the Rand 
Corporation in 1976 (Armor, et al, 1976).  The Rand researchers conceived teacher 
efficacy as the extent to which teachers believed that they could control the reinforcement 
of their actions, that is, whether control of reinforcement lay within them or in the 
environment.  The importance of teacher efficacy was a somewhat serendipitous 
discovery.   The original purpose of the Rand research was to determine the effectiveness 
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of reading interventions, in the Los Angeles Unified School District.  Analyzing the 
results of various reading programs across the district, in a diverse collection of schools, a 
factor, identified as teacher efficacy, was found to be strongly and significantly related to 
reading improvement, across many different situations (Armor, et al 1976; Gibson & 
Dembo, 1984; Guskey & Passaro, 1996). 
   In an attempt to identify variables which influence reading achievement, 
researchers used statistical analysis to establish the effect that individual schools, and 
classrooms within those schools, had upon student test scores.  They found that 
individual schools and classrooms were highly and significantly related to reading 
achievement.  Data was collected regarding teacher background characteristics, including 
experience, college attended, undergraduate major, amount of graduate training, college 
instruction in reading, race and ethnicity.  None of these factors was found to influence 
students’ reading achievement. 
 One aspect of teacher attitude examined was their sense of classroom efficacy.  In 
this study, there was no explicit definition of teacher efficacy.  This term was based upon 
the sum of two items on an extensive questionnaire used to collect information, on a wide 
array of topics.  A better understanding of this use of the term, variously described as 
efficacy and classroom efficacy, in this instance, can be realized by considering the 
questions used to quantify it.  Figure 2.1 displays the two items from the Rand Study 
(Armor, et al., 1976). 
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Table 1: Original Rand Survey Items 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
         Neither 
               Strongly  Agree Nor            Strongly 
                  Agree Agree   Disagree    Disagree     Disagree 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
When it comes right down to it, a teacher 
really can’t do too much – most of a      1      2         3             4                    5 
student’s motivation and performance depends 
upon his home environment 
 
If I try really hard, I can get through to even     5       4        3            2      1 
the most difficult or unmotivated students  
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 This understanding of teacher efficacy was grounded in the Social Learning 
Theory of Julian B. Rotter, a clinical psychologist.  Rotter developed this theory of 
personality and behavior as an alternative to Freudian based concepts, which were 
prevalent at the time.  Though it is not referenced, it seems to borrow heavily from 
behaviorism. He described an individual’s behavior in terms of expectancy and 
reinforcement value.  These ideas are subjective, in that, different individuals can look 
at the same situation and arrive at different beliefs.  Rotter (1966) allowed for both 
general and specific constructs, acknowledging that a person’s behavior might be 
markedly different in a particular situation than would be generally expected.   
 Social Learning Theory develops the idea that a person’s intrinsic belief system 
interacts with the environment, to create expectancies and shape behavior, as the 
individual seeks to receive reinforcement.  The “locus of control” aspect of this theory is 
the component most widely discussed and is stated more correctly, as the “generalized 
expectancies for control of reinforcement.”  Individuals can be seen on a continuum of 
two extremes.  At one end, a person with a strong internal locus of control may believe 
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that they have a high control over what happens, while a person at the opposite end of the 
spectrum may believe that consequences are determined by events outside of his or her 
control, such as fate, or others who are in authority.  It is important to note that Rotter 
makes a point of differentiating that a person may have an overall high sense of internal 
or external control, which will vary markedly given different contexts (Rotter, 1966; 
Ashton, 1984; Ginns, Tulip, Watters & Lucas, 1995). 
Additional Rand research found further support between this idea of teacher 
efficacy and positive outcomes in educational grant programs (Berman & McLaughlin, 
1977).  This research, using information collected from twenty states, examined agents of 
change in federally funded programs over four years, and is reported in eight volumes.  In 
seeking to identify which factors would promote and sustain change, it was found that 
teacher efficacy was found to have a more positive relationship than the dollar amount of 
funding, and was even more influential than paying teachers directly.  Specifically: 
“Above all, teachers’ sense of efficacy emerged as a powerful explanatory 
variable;  it had a more positive effects on the percentage of project goals 
achieved, improved student performance, teacher change, and continuation of 
project methods and materials.  Teachers’ years of experience, in contrast, had a 
consistent negative relationship to project outcomes; experience was negatively 
related to the percentage of project goals achieved, teacher change and student 
improvement.” (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977, vol. vii, p 32).  
 As in the previous Rand study, teacher efficacy was based upon two items on a 
questionnaire, which strove to assess two separate and distinct beliefs.  Using a five point 
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Likert scale, teachers were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed 
with certain statements.  
The first question, “When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do 
much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her 
home environment,” seeks to determine how the individual feels about any teacher’s 
ability to overcome external dynamics, such as socioeconomic status and influence a 
student.  As it has been discussed in the literature, this factor has been identified as 
General Teaching Efficacy. (Ashton, Olejnik, Crocker & McAuliffe, 1982). 
 The second survey question, “If I really try hard, I can get through to even the 
most difficult or unmotivated students,” purports to measure the confidence, that the 
individual teacher has, that he or she possesses the necessary skills to reach a particular 
student.  Subsequent researchers have labeled this belief as Personal Teaching Efficacy 
(Aston & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990).   
The sum of the two items described above has been termed “teacher efficacy” 
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993) and has a high correlation with 
numerous positive outcomes, related to student performance.  While it may be argued 
that the initial idea was simplistic, it serves as a useful reference point for subsequent 
research, which builds on this concept. 
In addition to reinforcing the idea that teacher efficacy is strongly related to the 
improvement of student performance, the second Rand study found that high peer 
support, in the form of group meetings and informal discussion, correlates highly to 
completion of project goals.  The role of the principal was also noted as a significant 
factor in successful educational initiatives.  No connection is made between these 
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variables and teacher efficacy, but one may hypothesize that all of these features may 
interact, in a mutually beneficial manner. 
 Locus of control.  Grounded in the psychological principles of social learning 
theory, J. B. Rotter’s theory of locus of control is often considered as a competing and 
complementary explanation of teacher behavior, to the concept of perceived self-efficacy.  
The original research conducted by the Rand Organization investigators was based on 
Rotter’s (1966) theory of locus of control, which emphasized the differences, between 
external versus internal control of reinforcement.  This concept emphasizes ideas of 
personal responsibility and outcome expectations. Subsequent researchers, beginning 
with Ashton and Webb (1986), preferred to use a social cognitive perspective, based on 
the work of Albert Bandura, as a theoretical framework for understanding and explaining 
efficacy.  The concept of locus of control will not be a part of this study, but is discussed 
here due to its close association with perceived self-efficacy.  Social cognitive theory 
speculates that self-efficacy beliefs, and locus of causality beliefs, are theoretically 
unrelated constructs (Bandura, 1997).   Investigators who have looked for a connection, 
have found that none is apparent, between self-efficacy beliefs and locus of causality 
beliefs (Smith, 1989). 
 Origin of perceived self-efficacy. A second understanding of the concept of 
teacher efficacy emerged, at approximately the same time as the Rand study.  Introduced 
by Albert Bandura, as “self-efficacy,” in 1977, it was further developed, as a component 
of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory in 1986.   The terms self-efficacy, and personal 
efficacy, are used interchangeably, though the more definitive term perceived self-
efficacy, is preferred. 
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 Similar to the constructs identified in the Rand study, Bandura delineated two 
aspects of self-efficacy.  Outcome expectation refers to the belief that a particular 
behavior will lead to a certain outcome, that is, there are probable consequences for a 
certain action.  Applied to teaching, an example might be the teacher who believes that 
instruction in phonemic awareness will help a student learn to read more fluently.  The 
second feature, efficacy expectation, is the belief that an individual has the ability and 
skills, to personally bring about the desired result (Bandura, 1977).  Gibson and Dembo 
(1984) characterized these two beliefs as Personal Teacher Efficacy and Teaching 
Efficacy, respectively.  Other researches, most notably, Hoy and Woolfolk, (1993), use 
the terms Personal Teaching Efficacy and General Teaching Efficacy to describe these 
beliefs, which is consistent with the terminology used for the Rand study. 
Perceived Self-efficacy 
 Definition. Perceived self-efficacy, as an element of Bandura’s social cognitive 
theory, refers to the degree to which, an individual believes they can exercise control, or 
“agency,” over a specific situation (Pajares, 1996; Bandura 1977, 1986, 1993).  Applied 
to education, a teacher’s perceived self-efficacy, concerns their confidence in their ability 
to exercise control over instruction and student learning.   According to Bandura’s 
theory, teachers with a strong sense of self-efficacy would be expected to possess higher 
resiliency, implement empirically supported interventions, with greater fidelity, and have 
a positive impact upon student learning (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  
 This concept of perceived self-efficacy, is consistent with a social constructivist 
understanding of learning, and well supported by that pedagogy.  When related to an 
academic setting, self-efficacy beliefs can be applied to both students and teachers.  For 
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the purposes of this study, only the efficacy beliefs of the teacher will be considered.  
However, if teachers are considered as learners, as well as instructors, we must consider 
their understanding of the cognitive processes, which underlie the decisions they make.  
Dewey stressed that individuals build or construct their own representation of knowledge.  
As teachers move through a new teacher induction plan, for example, it may help them to 
construct an understanding of learning, which is better informed, than if they did not 
participate in this process (Dalgarno, 2001). 
 It is important to note, that although self-esteem and self-efficacy may seem to 
describe the same quality, they are, in fact, different.  Perceived self-efficacy is specific 
to a particular context.  A teacher may have high self-esteem in that they feel good about 
their talents, and or skills, but they may have a low sense of self-efficacy, if they feel that 
they cannot be effective in the implementation of a particular instructional strategy, or 
even a new curriculum, with a certain group of students 
 Benefits of high self-efficacy. Research, in disparate areas related to human 
motivation and behavior, has identified a positive relationship between high self-efficacy 
and performance (Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2004).  People, who perceive themselves as 
capable of completing a task, are better able to overcome obstacles, and attain goals, than 
those who have lower expectations.   Teachers, with high efficacy beliefs, generated more 
robust student achievement, than did teachers with lower perceived self-efficacy.  
Students of teachers with high efficacy have outperformed students of non-efficacious 
teachers, on a variety of standardized tests (Moore & Esselman, 1992; Anderson, Greene 
& Loewen, 1988).  In addition, Pajares (1996) found, that teachers with a higher 
perceived self-efficacy, expended a greater effort, and were more persistent in the face of 
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challenging educational situations.   Studies have linked self-efficacy beliefs to use of 
innovative teaching techniques, academic success, goal achievement and perseverance 
(Miller, Coombs & Fuqua, 1999).  Perceived self-efficacy was found to be a better 
predictor of performance on achievement tests than socioeconomic status, which is 
generally considered to be one of the most influential determinants of school success 
(Hoy & Sabo, 1997). 
 Allinder (1994) found that special education teachers with high personal efficacy 
scores on the Teacher Efficacy Scale were more resilient, used more research based 
practices, and were willing to implement more innovative teaching strategies, than 
special education peers with lower efficacy scores.  Other researchers have consistently 
found that regular education teachers with high teacher efficacy are less likely to refer 
students for special education services (Meijer and Foster, 1988, Soodak and Poddel, 
1993, Chambers and Hardy, 2005).   
 Teacher retention. The retention of qualified teachers is an ancillary concern, 
that emerged during the research for this proposal. Teacher attrition is a serious problem 
in the United States.  Approximately 33.5% of teachers leave the profession within the 
first three years (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2004) and 40-50% of new 
educators leave teaching within the first five years (Gold, 1996; Ingersoll & Smith, 
2003).  In addition to the benefits to students, high perceived self-efficacy has been 
linked to higher retention rates of teachers (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, 2002).  
  This is significant for a number of reasons.  The systemic loss of beginning 
teachers exacerbates the perennial shortage of qualified teachers and has been identified 
as a greater problem than recruitment and training (Ingersoll, 2001).  Effective teachers, 
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those who have stayed in the profession, have been linked to increased achievement 
among students, regardless of other factors (Allington, 2002). 
 Additional researchers, Hanushek, Kain, O’Brien and Rivkin (2005), emphasize 
the importance of teacher retention, when they suggest that a major issue in schools is the 
loss of experienced teachers, due to attrition and the introduction of a high number of 
novice teachers.  The frequent cycling of novice teachers into schools results in a higher 
percentage of inexperienced teachers with a lower perceived self-efficacy and lower 
quality. 
 Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2002) pose an interesting argument in 
explaining why more experienced teachers, as a group, unfailingly demonstrate a 
significantly higher perceived self-efficacy than novice teachers.  On the one hand, 
teachers with more than five years of experience have had time to polish their 
instructional strategies and become more accomplished with classroom management.  
The authors also suggest the possibility that teachers with a low sense of efficacy, have 
left the profession thus raising the average score of those who remain in education. 
 Pajares (1996) linked high self-efficacy to greater effort, persistence and 
resilience.  Traits of resiliency and persistence describe people who recover quickly and 
sustain effort to overcome obstacles (Yost, 2006). These attributes are linked to qualified 
teachers staying in the profession (Bobeck, 2002).    
 Ingersoll and Kralik, (2004) examined 10 teacher induction programs.  Many of 
them such as the California Mentor Teacher Induction Project (1980’s), and others, were 
developed primarily to address the issue of teacher attrition rates, by establishing a 
formalized plan to indoctrinate and develop new teachers. 
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 Linking the variables of principal leadership and teacher retention rates, 
Pogodzinski and colleagues (2012), found that the commitment of novice teachers to stay 
in education was enhanced when they perceived that there was a positive administrative 
climate in the school building.  Using a large sample of survey results, researchers found 
that the perceptions of the overall school climate by novice teachers was more important 
that the estimation of their personal relationship with the principal (Pogodzinski, et al, 
2012). 
 A strong argument is therefore made that increased teacher retention will result in 
an increase in student achievement (Rodriguez, 2009).  Given the current social and 
economic climate, it is unlikely that additional financial remuneration will be provided to 
teachers or schools. In fact, where financial incentives were provided they were not 
effective, due to several factors, including the amount of the individual incentive 
(Clotfelter, Glennie, Ladd & Vigdor, 2008).  In the face of increasing demands on school 
personnel, promising research has indicated that more effective school leadership can be 
productive in improving teacher retention (Heitin, 2012). 
 Effect of context on perceived self-efficacy. There is nothing in the theoretical 
model to suggest that self-efficacy should be influenced by gender, race or age, and this 
is confirmed by the research (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2002).  It would be expected, 
however, that context has a significant effect upon efficacy, due to the availability of 
resources, and other environmental factors.  In fact, based upon the research, efficacy 
beliefs appear to be sensitive to specific contexts, and this relationship may be reciprocal.   
Teacher efficacy beliefs were found to shift throughout the day, depending upon the 
group that the teacher was instructing.  In a setting where students were tracked by 
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ability, teachers demonstrated lower self-efficacy for non-academic classes, than for 
honors or high academic classes (Raudenbush, 1992).  Additionally, Smyli (1988) 
reported that the proportion of low-achieving students in a teacher’s classroom had a 
negative effect upon the perceived self-efficacy of the teacher.  Conversely, teachers who 
demonstrate high efficacy beliefs have been associated with increased student 
achievement (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk, 2004; Ross, 1992).  These same studies found 
that the perceived self-efficacy of students was higher when their teacher also had a high 
perceived self-efficacy. 
 Elementary teachers have consistently been found to have higher efficacy scores 
than either middle school or high school teachers and middle school teachers have 
stronger self-efficacy than junior high teachers (Fink, 1988; Parkay, Olejnik, & Proller, 
1986; Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2002).  Elementary teachers demonstrated more 
confidence to manage the classroom and influence student outcomes through their 
instructional strategies.  Geographic location had no bearing upon perceived self-efficacy.  
There was no difference between rural, urban and suburban locations (Watson, 1991; 
Chester & Beaudin, 1996; Hoy & Sabo, 1997).   
 As it has been defined, there is a certain amount of specificity associated with 
self-efficacy.  A teacher may feel confident that they can execute agency in one domain 
but may not feel as capable in another area.  Rubeck and Enochs (1991) found different 
levels of teaching efficacy between teaching science and teaching a specific subject, such 
as Chemistry.   One difficulty, in how we measure teacher efficacy, is that the tests which 
purport to measure this area, lack this narrow specificity. While other expectancy 
constructs are more global, and general in nature, self-efficacy is measured at a more 
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micro-analytical level and can be considered in terms of very specific tasks and/or 
situations.  In school situations, self-efficacy instruments can be used to assess a student’s 
belief to solve specific types of math problems, perform particular reading chores or 
complete writing assignments (Pajares, 1996).   This narrowness of the construct is 
crucial to a full understanding of what self-efficacy is and how it develops.  If a 
measurement is too broad, it may not assess self-efficacy.  Too narrow and it may lack 
predictive value. 
 Of particular interest for this researcher, is the context of special education.  It 
would seem, based upon common sense, that teachers who work with some of the most 
difficult students would have low efficacy scores, for both personal efficacy and outcome 
expectancy.  Research in this area is limited, but Coladarci and Breton (1997) modified a 
version of Gibson and Dembo’s Teacher Efficacy Scale, to apply specifically to special 
education situations.  Their findings indicate that more experienced teachers held higher 
efficacy beliefs than their less experienced peers, but length of time in the resource room 
had no correlation to efficacy beliefs.   
Learned Helplessness 
 Another field of research, that may contribute to our understanding of the 
mechanism at work, concerns the concept of Learned Helplessness.  Developed by 
Martin Seligman, this theory hinges upon the relationship between three components, 
defined as contingency, cognition and behavior (Peterson, Maier & Seligman, 1993).   
 Contingency describes the relationship between a person’s actions and the 
outcomes they experience.  At one extreme, is uncontrollability, the idea that the 
outcomes that an individual experiences, are totally random and unrelated to their efforts.  
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Controllability, describes the opposite end of the spectrum, where individual effort results 
in predictable outcomes. 
 Cognition, describes the way an individual perceives, explains, and applies the 
relationship, between their actions and the resultant outcome.  The perceptions may or 
may not be correct, but have a significant impact upon how the view of the experience is 
captured.  Based upon their understanding of the causes of the outcome, the person will 
develop hypotheses to explain what has transpired.  As a result of these theories, the 
individual will also draw some expectations for future outcomes. 
 Behavior, refers to the observable consequences of the individuals conclusions, 
based upon their contingency and cognition processes.  Ranked on a continuum of 
activity versus passivity, previous experiences shape the effort exerted by individuals, on 
subsequent trials after uncontrollability is experienced.  Helplessness theory predicts that, 
in later scenarios, an individual may fail to initiate actions which could have a positive 
consequence, because they have learned that their actions have minimal impact upon the 
outcome.  This theory predicts that, in addition to expecting failure, an individual may 
experience symptoms ranging from low self-esteem to physical illness. 
Measures of Teacher Efficacy 
 If teacher efficacy is to be considered as more than a pleasant notion, it must be 
able to withstand the scrutiny of academic research and demonstrate measurability.  
While substantive research on this topic exists, several key studies, in additional to the 
pioneering work previously cited, stand out as benchmark efforts.  They can be divided 
into two groups of instruments, based upon the areas of research from which they have 
emerged. 
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 The first set of measures is grounded in Rotter’s social learning theory of internal 
vs. external locus of control.  Guskey (1988), developed a 30-item questionnaire, titled 
Responsibility for Student Achievement.  Published at the same time as the 
Responsibility for Student Achievement, the Teacher Locus of Control (Rose & Medway, 
1981) sought to measure the degree to which the individual teacher would assume control 
over the outcomes of certain situations.  A third assessment tool, based upon the work of 
Rotter, is the Webb Efficacy Scale (Ashton, et al, 1982; Brouwers and Tomic, 2003). 
 The second group of teacher efficacy scales is grounded in Bandura’s social 
cognitive theory and the construct of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).  Bandura has 
developed at least two instruments to evaluate perceived self-efficacy.  The 
Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self-Efficacy, (MSPSE; Bandura, 1989), is a 
general tool that was oriented toward relating academic performance to an individual’s 
perceived self-efficacy.  Bandura’s Teacher Efficacy Scale (1993), an unpublished 
measure, attempts to address the variable nature of efficacy across contexts.   A number 
of other researchers have developed a variety of instruments, based upon a desire to 
measure specific concerns, within the domain of self-efficacy (Ashton, et al., 1984; 
Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Riggs and Enochs, 1990; Emmer and Hickman, 1991; 
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A., 2001). 
 Two self-efficacy instruments dominate the literature. One of the more enduring 
and frequently used efforts to quantify dimensions of perceived self-efficacy is the 
Teacher Efficacy Scale formulated by Gibson and Dembo (1984).  Based upon Ashton 
and Webb’s model of social cognitive theory, a survey, consisting of more than 50 items, 
was administered to a pool of 90 experienced teachers.  Using factor analysis techniques, 
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the existence of two significant independent dimensions was postulated.    The 
researchers concluded that the two dimensions identified by their data, Personal Efficacy 
and Teacher Efficacy, corresponded to Bandura’s  factors of self-efficacy and outcome 
expectancy, respectively. 
 Currently, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, developed at Ohio State, 
(Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A., 2001) is one of the most powerful tools for 
consistently assessing teacher efficacy.  Borrowing heavily from the previous Teacher 
Efficacy Scale, this instrument is a streamlined survey that correlates well with the two 
dimensions of perceived self-efficacy of teachers.    Previous factor analysis has 
identified and verified three subscales which measure efficacy with respect to 
instructional strategies, classroom management and student engagement.  Full-scale 
reliabilities for this 24-item scale range from .92 to .95. (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2002).  This instrument is based upon items in an unpublished manuscript (Bandura, 
1990), which provides guidelines for the construction of self-efficacy scales. On a very 
pragmatic level, this survey is readily available and the authors have given permission for 
its unrestricted use.  This is the assessment that will be used for the purposes of this 
study. 
Malleability of Self-Efficacy 
 Bandura is a behaviorist, who looks at psychological procedures as a way of 
changing a person’s perceived self-efficacy and thus leading to changes in behavior.  He 
believes that efficacy is malleable, as did Rotter, but recognizes that, as life experiences 
accrue, it becomes more difficult to change (Bandura, 1977). 
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 According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy beliefs are shaped by four factors, 
mastery experience, vicarious experience, social or verbal persuasion and affective states.  
The strongest influence on self-efficacy is enactive mastery.  Accomplishing a task that is 
similar to the target behavior, contributes to the notion that future attempts will also be 
successful.  Vicarious experience, the sense that something is being felt as if you were 
there, also builds efficacy.  Modeling others, who are similar in characteristics, is 
especially beneficial.  Social or verbal persuasion may include formative evaluations or 
feedback regarding either progress toward the task or the individual’s ability to 
accomplish a task.  Affective states, the feeling generated by accomplishment, are 
reinforcing and build a strong perceived self-efficacy. 
 Results of a detracking program demonstrated that self-efficacy beliefs are 
malleable (Ross, McKeiver, & Hogaboam-Gray, 1997).  In this uncontrolled study, the 
perceived self-efficacy of exemplary math teachers declined when math classes were 
changed from ability grouping to a heterogeneous mix.  Self-efficacy rebounded by the 
end of the study, once teachers were able to enact coping strategies and experience 
success. 
 Hipp (1996) found a significant connection between the leadership behaviors of 
principals and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy.  Conversely, administrators who are 
overly critical or do not encourage efforts at innovation, can inhibit the development of 
self-efficacy among their staff (Weasmer & Woods, 1998).  Teacher efficacy can also be 
influenced by the amount of autonomy a teacher feels they are given.  This is a product of 
many variables within the school environment, including, but not limited to, curriculum 
selection, participation in school decisions and the perceived value placed upon teachers’ 
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opinions by administration (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998; Coladarci & Breton, 
1997).   
 Confirming the influence of supervision on self-efficacy, Ebmeier (2003), found 
that formative evaluation by a principal had a positive effect upon self-efficacy.  Trust in 
peers had a positive influence upon efficacy beliefs but observation and feedback 
provided by peers did not demonstrate the same effect as evaluation by a supervisor.  
The development of teacher efficacy beliefs, among prospective teachers, has 
generated a great deal of research interest, because once efficacy beliefs are established, 
they appear to be somewhat resistant to change (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy & 
Hoy, 1998).   Morrisey (1981) found that teacher characteristics acquired during pre-
service programs, establish relatively permanent changes in teacher behaviors and 
attitudes.  A study, comparing the merits of a two semester versus a one semester student 
teaching experience, with mentoring, revealed no significant differences between the 
length of time of such a program and the development of high self-efficacy (Chambers & 
Hardy, 2005). 
There is some evidence that course work and practical experience have 
differential impacts on personal and general teaching efficacy.  Spector (1990) found that 
the personal teaching efficacy of undergraduate students, enrolled in teacher education 
programs, increased steadily during their coursework, as they accumulated more 
knowledge about the pedagogy of teaching, then declined during student teaching (Hoy 
& Woolfolk, 2000; Spector, 1990).  That finding may suggest that the enthusiasm and 
confidence of novice teachers may be somewhat diminished when confronted with the 
complexities and difficulties of the teaching task. 
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In a longitudinal study, which examined the self-efficacy of science teachers over 
a three year period, there was no substantive increase in the personal teaching efficacy of 
a group of teachers who were participating in professional development course work, 
opposed to those teachers who were not engaged in in-service training.  Two courses, 
which were presented sequentially, were designed to address teachers’ knowledge of the 
content and pedagogy, respectively.  Even those who actively participated and performed 
well in assessments did not show a significant improvement in their personal teaching 
efficacy.  Teachers did increase their scores on the teacher outcome expectancy 
component.  That is, they improved their belief that students were capable of learning the 
science concepts being taught (Ginns, et al 1995). 
Studies of the effects of principal supervision on the perceived self-efficacy of 
teachers are difficult to find.   In a study that failed to account for the initial background 
experiences of the subjects, researchers found that a peer-coaching program was able to 
generate small improvements in self-efficacy, for participants who received mentoring 
intervention (Edwards, et al, 1997). 
Results of a professional development study, which used a pre-test/post-test field 
study methodology, generated improvement in only one dimension of teacher efficacy, 
classroom management.  This model consisted of a one day workshop, followed by three 
two-hour work sessions, spaced far enough apart to allow practice between sessions.  
Except for the classroom management facet, no significant differences were noted 
between the control and experimental group (Ross and Bruce, 2007). 
Teachers who participated in a professional development program, for teaching 
science, that spanned a year, noted differential gains in their perceived self-efficacy, 
44 
dependent upon  their initial efficacy scores.  Using a two dimensional model of personal 
efficacy and outcome expectancy, all participants experienced gains in either one or both 
of the factors.  Teachers with low scores on both prongs of efficacy experienced strong 
gains in personal efficacy, their ability to bring about change, but outcome expectancy 
was unaffected.  Teachers with high personal efficacy but low outcome expectancy 
improved both variables but subjects with low efficacy and high outcome expectancy 
improved only their personal efficacy (Riggs, 1995). 
 It has been posited that self-efficacy beliefs may be most amenable to change 
early in a teacher’s career (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 1996).  Efficacy beliefs, of preservice 
teachers, influence their attitudes about a myriad of areas, from willingness to try 
innovative approaches to classroom management (Allinder, 1994).  Based upon current 
theory, the optimal window to improve perceived self-efficacy may be early in the career 
of the prospective teacher.  Yet, little is known about how to improve or change the self-
efficacy, of either preservice or novice teachers.  The most promising results are 
suggested by interventions that are more enduring in design, such as principal 
supervision, which has the ability to offer consistent and frequent feedback and support.  
Principal Leadership 
The leadership of the principal is known to be a key factor in supporting student 
achievement (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).   Leadership was found to have a major impact 
upon student success, second only to the impact of classroom instruction (Leithwood, 
2004).  Marzano, et al, (2005) found that leaders who improve upon their leadership 
skills and responsibilities could realize a 10 percentile point increase in student 
achievement. 
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Leadership stems from individuals whose attention focuses on an organization, in 
order to provide “strong and evolving clarity about who the organization is” (Wheatly, 
1999). Additionally, leadership is “the process of being perceived as a leader” (Lloyd & 
Maher, 1993) in the social construction of meaning amidst the followers (Meindl, 1995). 
Leadership requires individuals, functioning in the capacity of leader, to exhibit 
characteristics and qualities that are job-centered, employee (people)-centered, or a 
combination of both (Griffin & Moorhead, 1986; Oyinlada, Gellhaus & Darbo, 1997). 
Individuals exemplifying any of these leadership characteristics, focus their attention on 
the functions and maintenance of the school building, interpersonal relations, teacher 
development, program focus, and/or student achievement (Fullan, 2002; Leithwood, 
1990).   
Principal leaders are often grouped into two broad categories, transactional and 
transformational.  Transformational leaders promote interpersonal relations through 
creating visions, encouraging commitment from all involved and institutionalizing 
change (Avolio & Bass, 1988; Bass, 1985). One of the most frequently explored ways in 
which leaders can influence an organization’s effectiveness is through creating a positive 
organizational environment (Hoy, Hannum, & Tschannen-Moran, 1998; Schein, 1992).  
It is widely assumed that principals have both direct and indirect effects on teaching and 
student achievement, particularly with their structuring of teachers’ working conditions 
(Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). 
As an instructional leader in the building, the principal is expected to be both an 
expert in curriculum and pedagogy, able to provide constructive feedback and ensure that 
high quality academic instruction is taking place (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth, and 
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Bryk, 2001).  Researchers have found that beneficial outcomes, in the form of improved 
instruction and teacher attitudes, have been realized by principals that provide direct 
observation and detailed feedback (Freedman, 2003; Fullan, 1995; Glickman, 2002). 
 In the quest to cultivate and maintain the most effective teachers, teacher 
supervision programs have become a popular vehicle.  Beginning in the 1980’s, and 
expanding each year, more than 40 states in the United States mandate some sort of 
induction process for first year teachers (Smith, 2007).  Not limited to the United States, 
this idea of teacher induction is a worldwide phenomenon.  Exemplary programs in many 
nations share many common attributes (Howe, 2006).  
 In response to a teacher attrition rate, after five years, of almost 40%, Illinois has 
embraced teacher induction as a remedy and a method to improve overall school 
performance.  Early findings from Chicago indicate that strength of school leadership, 
peer relationships, and the quality of induction activities have a direct effect on the 
evaluation of the teaching experience by new professional staff (Kapadia & Coca, 2007). 
 Teacher induction is a process.  It is a component of the overall professional 
development that a teacher will receive during their career.  By definition, it is a 
sustained, comprehensive program, with clear goals and procedures (Wong, 2004).  It 
would seem that strong principal leadership, consistently implemented, can emulate many 
of the successful functions served by teacher induction programs.  In addition, active and 
supportive principal behavior would be beneficial to both new and experienced teachers. 
 Mentoring is identified as a key component of professional development (Wong, 
2004; Arends & Ragazio-DiGilio 2000).  Successful mentoring seems to depend upon 
how supportive the mentor is to the developing teacher.  (Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; 
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Little, 1990).  In this role, the mentor serves two functions, to provide emotional support, 
to foster affective development, and to provide professional support, which will engender 
the cognitive development of teaching.  The principal is in an ideal position to provide 
both emotional and professional and support as an instructional leader and mentor.    
 Chester and Beaudin (1996) found that the self-efficacy of teachers was increased 
by a greater number of opportunities for collaboration between adults.  Further insight 
into the types of interactions, between supervisors and subordinates, may be found by 
examining the relationship between cooperating and student teachers as studied by 
Grossman (2005).  His work emphasized that the pedagogical impact of interactions 
between these two partners, on the professional practice of new teachers, superseded the 
effect of course content or the use of particular instructional strategies.  Building upon 
this work, the perception of student teacher’s interactions with their cooperating teachers 
was examined and correlated to perceived self-efficacy for teaching.  A moderate but 
significant correlation was found based upon the student teachers’ positive perceptions of 
their interactions (Hamman, Olivarez, et al, 2006).  It is expected that similar findings 
will be true of principal and teacher relationships. 
Implications of Principal Leadership for Perceived Self-Efficacy 
 Early studies (Hipp & Bredeson, 1995; Hipp, 1996) indicate that aspects of a 
transformational principal leadership style have the ability to promote the self-efficacy of 
teachers. Subsequent research has challenged this assertion citing a limited number of 
samples and a narrowness of considerations related to principal behavior (Nir & Kranot, 
2006). 
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 Walker and Slear (2011) found a positive relationship, between high levels of 
teacher efficacy and increased student achievement, as well as a positive link between 
principal behavior and teacher efficacy.  This research polled 366 new and experienced 
middle school teachers and found a significant relationship between principal behavior 
and teacher’s perceived self-efficacy related to the number of years of experience.  A 
variety of principal behaviors can have an impact on teacher effectiveness and on 
teachers' confidence in their ability to help students learn (Barnett & McCormick, 2003; 
Hipp & Bredeson, 1995; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).  This is especially 
true for teachers who are new to the profession. 
 Strong principals contribute to the success of their schools, in large part, through 
their instructional expertise, their management skills, and their interpersonal skills 
(Ebmeier, 2003; Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Holland, 2004). 
 The evidence cited above, makes a compelling case for the role of principal 
behavior and its impact upon both student learning and self-efficacy.  It is not clear how 
these principal/teacher interactions are manifested (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).  For this 
reason, it seems prudent to consider the principal as mentor.  Many studies exist which 
verify the power of mentoring to positively affect the teacher’s self-efficacy (Vaughn & 
Coleman, 2004). 
 The features that a principal potentially brings to the teacher supervision 
experience, are well supported by the factors identified by Bandura for positive self-
efficacy.  In the role of a mentor, the guiding individual (principal) brings his or her 
“vicarious experience.”  Through the establishment of a personal relationship, the 
principal can demonstrate, to the beginning practitioner, that instructional strategies and 
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classroom management techniques can be accomplished and are worthwhile.  This would 
have a direct positive effect on the general teaching expectancy of the teacher.  The 
principal can also provide exemplars of the desired behaviors (Marzano, 2005) and 
provide “verbal and social persuasion.”  In this way, an active principal supervision 
approach addresses three of the four areas of Bandura’s theory of perceived self-efficacy.   
As a result of increased skill in instruction, it is also more likely that the emerging teacher 
will undergo a “mastery experience” which is the strongest reinforcer of self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1993). 
 Ross and Bruce (2007) found that professional development that explicitly 
attended to the social cognitive processes that improve self-efficacy, as well as 
instructional strategies, resulted in more faithful implementation of the program goals.  
Additional studies, that distinguished treatment effects by fidelity of implementation, 
found that teachers who were more diligent about utilizing target strategies demonstrated 
higher levels of self-efficacy (Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). 
 In a study of beginning and experienced teachers, perceived support was found to 
only be a factor in the perceived-efficacy of new teachers and did not alter the beliefs of 
experienced teachers (Woolfolk Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2002).  This finding is 
consistent with the model of self-efficacy which suggests that self-efficacy is most 
malleable early in the career of teachers.  Woolfolk Hoy (2000) concludes that support in 
the first years of teaching is critical in the development of teacher efficacy.  However, the 
potential benefits, would justify further investigation into the potential of active and 
supportive principal supervision to improve perceived self-efficacy  
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Summary 
 Studies sponsored by the Rand Corporation represent the seminal work in the 
field of teacher efficacy and connect the social learning theory of Julian Rotter to the 
field of education.  In addition to identifying teacher efficacy, as an important factor in 
sustaining beneficial educational practices, the Rand studies suggest that the quality of 
formal and informal relationships may influence teacher efficacy. 
 Emerging at the same time as teacher efficacy, which was grounded in the locus 
of control theory of Julian Rotter, a second strand of research developed.  Using the 
social cognitive theory of Albert Bandura, as the underlying construct, the concept of 
perceived self-efficacy has been investigated by a number of researchers.  A great deal of 
information on this concept exists in the literature, including measures, effect of context, 
underlying factors and benefits. 
 High self-efficacy beliefs are associated with a number of positive student 
outcomes and teacher behaviors. “Teacher efficacy, at the individual and collective level, 
consistently predicts a host of enabling teacher beliefs, functional teacher behaviors and 
valued student outcomes.  Despite the importance of the construct, few researchers have 
reported the effects of intervention intended to increase teacher efficacy,” (Ross & Bruce, 
2007).  In addition to improved student achievement, teachers with strong self-efficacy, 
demonstrate more effort, are more resilient in the face of adversity and are more likely to 
remain in the field of education. 
 Efficacy beliefs can be shaped by numerous factors, both adversely and favorably.  
These beliefs seem to be most amenable to improvement early in their career and become 
ingrained with time.  For this reason, it is advisable to implement agents of change early 
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in the development of prospective teachers.  Principal supervision, which sets 
expectations for performance and formative evaluation, are ideally suited to enhance the 
self-efficacy of beginning and possibly experienced teachers.  Active and supportive 
principal leadership offer many of the features associated with growth of self-efficacy.  
They occur at the outset of the teaching career, and include opportunities for collegiality, 
close supervision and mentoring. 
 In this dissertation, the relationship between principal behavior, in the form of 
active supervision and leadership, and the perceived self-efficacy of teachers is 
examined.  To the degree that principal supervision can encourage enactive mastery, 
simulate vicarious experience, provide social persuasion and improve affective states it 
should improve perceived self-efficacy.  As described previously, a high sense of 
perceived self-efficacy is related to a number of positive outcomes, related to improved 
student performance and teacher retention. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 
Purpose 
 The purpose of this research was to investigate the perceived self-efficacy of 
public school teachers, as it related to their evaluation of their building principal’s 
supervision and perceived level of support, using a correlation approach.   It was 
postulated that variables present in the supervision and support styles of principals have a 
differential impact upon perceived self-efficacy with regard to the teacher’s ability to 
instruct students.  Intervening factors that were examined included the effects of principal 
involvement on the perceived self-efficacy of teachers at various stages of development.  
In this quantitative study, the researcher did not introduce an experimental treatment.  
The research took place within the naturally occurring structure of a public school 
district.  The program treatment consisted of the factors that are extant in the already 
established principal supervision practices.  Existing instruments, which have been 
previously validated, were used to measure the perceived self-efficacy of the subjects.  
Similar assessment tools were used to collect information about the hypothesized 
mediating factors, specifically, perceived principal support and the perceived level of 
active supervision.  An additional survey was used to collect information regarding the 
participants’ commitment to teaching, based upon their responses.  This information was 
compared to the perceived self-efficacy of responding teachers in the study.   
 It was hypothesized that positive correlations would exist between active principal 
supervision and support to perceived self-efficacy.  It was also hypothesized that 
perceived self-efficacy would relate to commitment to teaching in a positive manner. 
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Participants 
  The participants in this study were recruited from a large suburban school district 
located in Southeastern Pennsylvania.  This district is comprised of ten elementary, three 
middle level and two high schools with a total enrollment of approximately 11,500 
students.  Average daily membership attendance figures for the district are at 98%, based 
upon the most recently reported data.  There are more than 800 certified professional staff 
and a large number of paraeducators.  Every school in this district met the No Child Left 
Behind standards for the 2011- 2012 school year.  The study included certified teaching 
staff across all levels of K-12 instruction and all curricular areas.  This study was not 
dependent upon the age or gender of the participants.  Respondents were both male and 
female and range in age from beginning professionals to veteran teachers with numerous 
years of experience.  Subjects ranged in age from 23 to over 60 years of age. 
 Permission was granted by school district administration to allow teachers to 
participate in this investigation.  Professional staff members were asked to participate in 
the research study on a voluntary basis.  896 teachers, ranging in age from their early 
twenties to over sixty, were contacted to participate in the study.   Approximately 75% of 
the potential respondents were female with the remaining 25% male. 
Data Collection Procedures 
 Permission to conduct this study was obtained from the Drexel University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) for research involving human subjects.  An exemption 
was sought under category 2, because only accepted educational tests were employed.  
This exception was granted.  The school district does not have an Institutional Review 
Board, so permission was sought from, and granted by, the superintendent.   School 
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District Board policy 235 applies to surveys collecting information from students, but no 
similar policy exists regarding surveys for teachers.  No personally identifiable 
information was collected.  Information gathered as a result of this study will remain 
confidential and have no adverse impact upon the individuals involved, either personally 
or professionally. 
 Once IRB approval was obtained, potential respondents were invited to 
participate in the study through an explanatory email containing a link to an online 
survey, in March and April of 2013.  The purpose of the study was explained to all 
candidates.   An acknowledgement of informed consent and understanding for each 
participant was provided at the beginning of the survey, allowing respondents to 
participate or opt out before completing the questionnaire.  Forms were completed using 
the online survey tool, SurveyMonkey.   Respondents, who were all professional 
employees, were asked to complete assessments anonymously.   This provided a cross-
section of teachers at various points in their professional careers.   The initial survey was 
emailed on March 22nd, prior to Spring Break.   A reminder was sent out on April 1st.  
This reminder thanked those who had completed the survey and asked those who had not 
completed it to do so.  The survey was closed two weeks later on April 14th.   
 Factors to be considered when using an online survey tool are reach, speed of 
response, rate of response and representativeness of the survey (Baruch & Holtom, 2008; 
Pan, 2010).  The participants in this study all had access to the internet and were 
reasonably proficient with the technology involved.  All possible participants were 
accessible.  Because this was a non-probability survey, a random sample was not 
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necessary, which is a known weakness of online methodology.  For the reasons listed, an 
online survey was appropriate for this study. 
 One bias that might be present is that respondents with higher self-efficacy may 
be more motivated to participate than those who choose to not complete the survey.  
Unexpectedly, online surveys realize a lower rate of return than mail surveys. The rate of 
return for surveys of this nature has been found to range from 11% (Hardigan, Succar & 
Fleisher, 2012) to 52.7% (Baruch & Holtman, 2008).  Small sample sizes produce a 
larger margin of error.  A return rate of 20% would provide a participant number of 180.  
Given the ready access to the internet, provided by the school district, and the teachers’ 
facility with technology it was expected that the rate of return would be robust.  
Ultimately 174 surveys were completed, a return rate of 19.4%.   
Guiding Conceptual Model 
  Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001: 783) define teacher efficacy as a 
teacher’s “judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student 
engagement and learning, even among those students who may be difficult or 
unmotivated.”  Tschannen-Moran, et al., (1998) also argue that teacher efficacy is 
actually a joint, simultaneous function of a teacher’s analysis of the teaching task and his 
or her assessment of his or her personal teaching competence or skill.  These views are 
well expressed in the Tschannen-Moran, Hoy and Hoy model of Teacher Efficacy 
(Figure 1).  
 
 
 
56 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Model of Teacher Efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy and Hoy, 1998) 
 
 Using the Tschannen-Moran teacher efficacy model as an initial frame of 
reference, the variables which were factors of interest in this study, identified in the 
exploration of the literature in Chapter Two, are explicitly listed to form a conceptual 
model diagramming how various features of principal supervision and support might 
interact with the prospective teacher to influence teacher efficacy (Figure 2). 
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         Figure 5: Conceptual Model of Principal Influence on Teacher Efficacy  
 
 
 This author developed the diagram (Figure 2) and it serves to illustrate the 
interrelatedness of various factors, which may affect the self-efficacy of the practicing 
teacher, and benefit from its improvement.  Benefits of high self-efficacy are depicted at 
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the bottom of the diagram, including commitment to remain in teaching.  This diagram 
has limited usefulness in understanding the relationship between variables in this study, 
because it is overly complex and includes factors that are not conducive to easy 
measurement.   Eliminating generic terms that are not well defined, variables that are 
beyond the scope of this research, and factors that will not be investigated provides two 
variables which suggest some tentative relationships among the remaining variables.  The 
variables of principal support and supervision provided the basis for the study.  Level of 
commitment to remain in teaching has been identified as a consequence of high efficacy 
and was also explored. 
 Acknowledging the considerable amount of research that exists concerning 
teacher efficacy, and perceived self-efficacy, this study attempted to test the influence of 
those factors that are a part of principal activity.  Features that are a part of the original 
self-efficacy model are assumed.  For example, analysis of the teaching task is identified 
by Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy (2001) and others as an integral element of teacher 
efficacy, but is not a variable of concern in this study.  The term “Sources of Efficacy” is 
generic in nature and is replaced with the specific indices, which will be examined.  
Finally, “Consequences of Efficacy” are implied by the underlying concept model even if 
they are not listed for analysis.   
Descriptions of Instruments 
 One survey, consisting of 40 items, was administered at one collection point to all 
of the teacher personnel who responded.  Subscales assessed the teacher’s perceived self-
efficacy, perception of active principal supervision and perceptions of principal support.  
The fourth subtest measured the individual teacher’s commitment to remain in teaching.  
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Content validity has been well established in the literature for use of these scales 
individually, as well as part of a combined survey.   
 Reliability of survey items. Cronbach’s alpha has previously been determined 
and published for all instruments to confirm internal reliability and trustworthiness of the 
scale.  This value was calculated for all of the new data collected to verify previously 
established reliability.  Cronbach’s alpha was calculated across survey items that are 
designed to measure the same trait.   The small number of items on each scale will tend to 
depress the alpha value but due to the dimensionality of the items the value should still 
yield a valid estimate of reliability.  Values above .70 indicate a satisfactory level of 
reliability (Squires, Hayduk, Hutchinson, et al, 2013).  
 Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale.  The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, 
developed at Ohio State University, (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), was 
used to assess the teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, for all of the teachers participating in 
the study.  The authors of this instrument provided written permission to use this 
instrument as part of this research.  The dependent variable to be measured, in this case, 
was perceived self-efficacy.  Previous factor analysis on this assessment has revealed 
three moderately correlated areas that relate well to principal supervision and can provide 
a more specific understanding of how the principal’s particular behavior affects teacher 
behavior.   The three areas of efficacy defined by this instrument are student engagement, 
instructional practices and classroom management.  This measure comes in both a 24 and 
12 item form consisting of nine Likert-type responses anchored from “nothing” to “a 
great deal.”  This survey is positively correlated; high responses on the assessment are 
indicative of higher self-efficacy. 
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 The longer version is sometimes recommended for pre-service teachers, because 
the factor structure is somewhat ambiguous for these less experienced practitioners, but 
the short form is suitable for all teachers.  The short form is the version that was used in 
this study.  Reliabilities for this instrument are shown in Table 2.  The assessment 
instrument is listed in Appendix A.  
 
Table 2: Reliabilities for the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1996) 
                                     Long Form                                     Short Form 
 Mean SD alpha Mean SD alpha 
TSES  7.1 .94 .94 7.1 .98 .90 
 
 Role of the principal.   This construct variable was evaluated using two scales 
drawn from the Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness developed 
by Howard Ebmeier (1991, 2003). Dr. Ebmeier, affiliated with the University of Kansas, 
has provided permission for use of these surveys as well as the commitment to teaching 
evaluation tool.  The factors are identified as “Active Principal Supervision” and 
“Principal Support of Teaching.”  Ebmeier has focused upon agents of change within the 
school environment and has done a great deal of work regarding the influence of the 
building administrator.  Both of these scales used a five-item Likert-type response 
anchored by the extremes of “Strongly agree” and “Strongly disagree.”  Affirmative 
responses receive high scores with three being neutral. 
  The extent to which the building administrator utilized crucial elements of 
supervision (observations, data collection, feedback, goal setting and improvement 
strategies) is examined through the use of 10 questions.  Previous use of this tool 
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indicated a Cronbach reliability estimate of 0.93 when used to determine the extent to 
which characteristics associated with active supervision took place.  This tool was used to 
evaluate how actively the principal engaged in supervision processes as perceived by 
his/her staff.   
 Ebmeier also provides a four-item scale which measures the general support of 
the principal as reported by the teacher.  It measures the teacher’s belief that his or her 
principal was supportive of his or her attempts to become a better teacher and was willing 
to take an active part in this improvement process.  The overall reliability of the scale was 
0.90 in normative studies.  As in the previous scale, higher scores indicate higher 
principal support (Seins & Ebmeier, 1996; Ebmeier, 1990, 2002).  
 Commitment to Teaching. The Commitment to Teaching instrument (Appendix 
D) consisted of eight items which purport to measure a teacher’s intention to stay in the 
profession  (Ebmeier, 2003).  This assessment is a subscale of the Diagnostic Assessment 
of School and Principal Effectiveness (Ebmeier, 1991).  Content validity have been well 
established for use of these scales on their own, as well as part of the entire survey.  This 
instrument used a Likert type scale anchored by “Strongly Agree” and “Strongly 
Disagree.” with three being neutral (Ebmeier, 1990). 
Data Analysis Plan 
 Surveys were organized after the final collection date of April 7, 2013.  
Demographic information including age, gender, years of teaching, years in building, 
areas of certification and grade level taught was compiled. Frequency counts for each 
category were established. 
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 Results from the online survey instrument were exported to an Excel file.  Each 
row of the spreadsheet represents a different individual while each column corresponds to 
the different questions included.  This Excel file was imported into the SPSS program for 
analysis.   
 The rate of return, expressed as a percent, was determined by dividing the number 
of surveys returned by the number distributed.  The expected rate of return is 
approximately 10 - 20% based upon research involving electronic and mail surveys 
(Hardigan, Succar, & Fleisher, 2012; Saunders, 2012).   
Data analysis was conducted in a systematic manner to ensure that all information 
was properly tabulated.  Outliers were examined carefully.  Descriptive analysis was 
conducted on the demographic data in order to describe the characteristics of the 
participants who returned the questionnaire.   
 To answer the research questions, correlation analysis was used.  The 
relationships between principal support, principal supervision, commitment to teaching 
and perceived self-efficacy were examined.  Results from the responses on the 
assessment tool were used to test the hypothetical relationships that were assumed to 
exist between the variables in the study.   
 The SPSS Explore procedure was used to examine the distribution of responses to 
each item.  In particular, the distributions were checked for normality and their means 
and standard deviations reported.  Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated to ascertain 
the internal reliability of each subscale that is related to a variable being measured.  The 
levels of each scale were reported using the mean and the standard deviation.   
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 In order to analyze, whether there is a difference, for perceived self-efficacy, 
between novice and experienced teachers, it was necessary to distinguish a sub-group to 
represent novice teachers.  For purposes of this study, a novice teacher is defined as a 
teacher who has one to five years of experience, including their current year.  This group 
was accessed, using the features in the SPSS program, by selecting those who responded 
with a one for survey item three.  
 Using the SPSS program, a scatter plot was drawn to determine if there was an 
underlying relationship between the variables that is suitable for correlation.   It was 
assumed that there is a positive relationship between all of the independent variables and 
perceived self-efficacy, as well as between perceived self-efficacy and commitment to 
teaching.  
 Combining the responses for principal supervision and support generated an 
additional variable, not included in the original research questions.  This new variable 
designated as principal composite, is the sum of principal supervision and support.  A 
correlation was generated plotting this information against the value for perceived self-
efficacy. 
 A slight positive correlation between the variables was implied by the appearance 
of a trend and a correlation coefficient was calculated for the variables under 
consideration.  Specifically, three separate correlations were run between teacher’s 
perceived self-efficacy and the variables of active teacher supervision, principal support 
and commitment to teaching.  Pearson’s coefficient of linear correlation is appropriate if 
the data suggests a linear relationship, either positive or negative.  The coefficient is a 
decimal, calculated to hundredths, either positive or negative, depending upon the nature 
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of the linear correlation.  The closer the value is to 1 or   -1, the stronger the relationship 
between the values.  Correlation does not necessarily indicate a cause and effect 
relationship between the variables.  There may, in fact, be a third variable which causes 
the correlation between the variables in the study.  
  Finally, the data were examined to determine how they relate to the original 
research questions.  Specifically, if active principal supervision, or principal support, 
correlate highly with perceived self-efficacy, it provides evidence that the two variables 
are related.  In addition, if perceived self-efficacy demonstrates a strong positive 
correlation to the variable of commitment to teaching it suggests that a strong perceived 
self-efficacy may be present in those individuals who decide to remain in teaching. 
Summary 
  Teacher efficacy has been shown to be a profound indicator of a host of positive 
instructional behaviors, for both the novice and experienced teacher.  Principal 
supervision, in a number of buildings in a public school district, the naturally occurring 
program treatment, was carefully examined to determine the effect of several salient 
features upon the dependent variable, teacher efficacy. 
 Key factors examined, included level of principal supervision and principal 
support.  These factors were reported from the perspective of the practicing teacher on 
quantitative scales.  Measures for perceptions of both principal supervision and principal 
support were measured with assessments that have been validated in previous research.   
 Teacher efficacy beliefs, specifically perceived self-efficacy, were evaluated 
using the Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale, developed at Ohio State University.    This 
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represented the dependent variable to be examined.  The positive benefits of strong 
efficacy beliefs on student achievement have been well established in the literature.  
 In this study, two independent variables, active principal supervision and principal 
support, were examined to determine their effect upon the dependent variable, perceived 
self-efficacy.  The extent to which these variables influence the perceived self-efficacy of 
teachers was examined through statistical analysis. A correlational approach was chosen, 
because it allowed for the comparison of multiple independent variables, on a single 
dependent variable.  Commitment to teaching was also considered as it related to 
perceived self-efficacy.  Implications of the results with regard to the problem statement 
were discussed and possible impacts for school culture considered. 
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of perceived principal 
behavior upon the perceived self-efficacy of K-12 teachers in a suburban public school 
district.  A secondary consideration was the relationship of perceived self-efficacy and 
perceptions of principal support and supervision on the commitment of teachers to remain 
in the profession.  The influence of perceived self-efficacy was also examined to see if 
there was a differential impact, related to teaching experience. 
 The study was carried out through the use of an online survey instrument which 
was delivered by email.  A hyperlink was embedded in the informed consent agreement, 
leading the participant to the survey after they had an opportunity to opt out.  
Respondents were asked to answer 40 Likert type multiple-choice questions, assessing 
the four domains of perceived self-efficacy, principal supervision, principal support and 
commitment to remain in teaching.  This chapter presents the results of that survey and 
the accompanying analysis of the quantitative data. 
Rate of Return 
 Surveys were sent to 896 teachers in the suburban school district that is 
cooperating with the researcher.  The surveys were sent one day prior to spring break, in 
the hope that they would be completed during the school vacation.  After seven days, 49 
surveys had been completed.  A reminder email with the original consent form and 
embedded link, was sent ten days after the original transmission. This resulted in the 
completion of an additional one 123 surveys for a total of 172 (N = 172).  This represents 
a return rate of 19.4%, which is within expected limits.   
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 Surveys were exported into an Excel spreadsheet and examined carefully to check 
for completeness.  Column headings correspond to survey items while rows represent 
each respondent.  Several individuals had neglected to answer some questions, such as 
gender and age.  Other participants failed to respond to all questions, apparently 
abandoning the survey, because it was too long or some other reason.  Surveys that 
lacked critical information were eliminated.  This process reduced the number of 
complete surveys to one hundred fifty three (N = 152).  Taking these surveys into 
account, the completion rate for this investigation was 88.4% of participants who 
responded.  The total return rate, counting only completed surveys, was reduced to 
17.1%, which is still above the lowest extreme found in the research (Hardigan, Succar & 
Fleisher, 2012).   
Characteristics of Sample 
 The data from the Excel spreadsheet was imported into the IBM SPSS Statistics 
program, version 20, and analyzed with respect to demographic information.  One 
hundred thirty three surveys (n = 133), or 77.3% of respondents were female, while the 
remaining thirty-nine individuals (n = 39), or 22.7% were male.  This distribution is 
reflective of the gender division for teachers in the district which is reported to be 75.5% 
female and 24.5% male (PA Dept. of Education, 2013).  The surveys were dispersed 
evenly with regard to other categories, including age, the number of years of teaching, 
years in the current building and instructional level taught, as reported in Table 3.  These 
figures are consistent with the overall demographics of the district by average.  The 
average experience of teachers in the district is 15.7 years and the length of time in each 
building is 13.4 years (PA Dept. of Education, 2013). 
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Table 3: Distribution of Survey Participants with Regard to Age, Experience and Level 
Age in Years                 Frequency          Percent 
21 to 30    15    8.7  
31 to 40    39    22.7 
41 to 50    46    26.7 
51 to 60    58    33.7 
61 and above    14    8.1 
Experience                 Frequency          Percent 
1 to 5     12    7.0 
6 to 10     22    12.9 
11 to 15    43    25.1 
16 to 20    28    16.4 
21 to 25    22    12.9 
26 to 30    23    13.5 
Over 30    21    12.3 
Instructional Level                Frequency          Percent 
Elementary (K-3)   51    29.7 
Elementary (4-6)   40    23.3 
Middle Level (7-8)   32    18.6 
High School (9-12)   49    28.5 
 
 
 
 
69 
Quantitative Analysis of the Findings 
 Related items on the survey are intended to be grouped together to represent 
measurements of certain domains, which represent the research variables.   Responses to 
the online survey represent individual items.  After the data was imported into the Excel 
spreadsheet, additional columns were inserted to contain the average of selected items.  
The average of these items was calculated and placed into appropriate columns to 
represent the characteristics measured (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk, Hoy, 2001; 
Ebmeier, 2003).  The distribution of these items is represented in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: Analysis of Test Items 
 Domain Measured    Item Numbers 
 Principal Support    7, 8, 9, 10 
 Principal Supervision    11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 
 Commitment to Teaching   21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 
 Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy   Items 29 through 40 
 
 Using the Reliability Analysis feature of the SPSS program, mean, standard 
deviation and Cronbach alphas were calculated for the subtest items within the survey.  
These values are reported in Table 5.  A Cronbach alpha that is .70 or greater indicates 
reliability of the scores per subscale on a survey.  The values reported for this survey 
show a high degree of internal reliability and are consistent with previously published 
values for these assessments. 
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Table 5: Reliability Analysis of Scores from Surveys 
Subtest    Mean  Standard Deviation  alpha 
Principal Support   4.05   1.10   .968 
Principal Supervision   3.52   0.99   .964 
Commitment to Teaching  4.28   0.59   .842 
Perceived Self-Efficacy  7.58   0.86   .908 
 
 The first research question was posed to identify the possible relationship between 
perceived active principal supervision and the perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  The 
distribution of these two variables is depicted in Figure 3. 
 
 
Figure 6: Scatter Plot of Perceived Active Principal Supervision and 
          Perceived Self-Efficacy 
 
 A line of fit, with a small positive slope, can be established for this model, 
indicating a small positive correlation for this data.  Using the bivariate correlation 
function in the SPSS program, a Pearson Coefficient of .164 was calculated.  This has a 
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2-tailed significance value of .043, with N = 152 indicating that this correlation is 
significant at the 0.05 level (r = .164, p < .05, N = 152).  These results are significant and 
indicate a weak positive correlation between the values.   
 The coefficient of determination, r2, represents the percent of the data that is 
closest to the line of best fit and can be explained by the correlation (Stevens, 2012).  The 
coefficient of determination of .03, in this case, indicates that only 3% of the variation in 
perceived self-efficacy can be explained by the perceived amount of principal 
supervision.   
 Research question number two sought to understand the relationship, if any, 
between perceived principal support and the perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  A 
scatter plot of these two variables is displayed in Figure 4. 
 
 
Figure 7: Scatter Plot of Perceived Principal Support and Perceived Self-Efficacy 
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 Viewing the scatter plot, a relationship is not immediately evident, however, using 
the chart editor feature of SPSS, a fit line, with a gentle positive slope, can be drawn.  
There is a concentration of items at the upper extreme for both variables.  Using the SPSS 
program, a bivariate correlation was calculated.  This process returned a Pearson 
Correlation of .118, which reveals a very weak positive correlation between the values of 
Perceived Principal Support and Perceived Self-Efficacy.  The 2-tailed significance was 
calculated as .147, for an N =152 (r  = .118, p = .147, n = 152).  These results are not 
significant at any level.  No r2 value was calculated due to the lack of significance. 
 The first two research questions examined principal supervision and support in 
isolation.  Considering the low coefficients generated from these correlations it seemed 
prudent to consider these variables together, as a single value, with the hypothesis that 
they act in concert with one another.  A new variable was generated, using the compute 
variable feature in the transform menu of the SPSS program, identified as principal 
composite.  An average was calculated using the 14 survey questions which represent 
principal supervision and support.   
 A scatter plot was generated using the new variable, which represents overall 
principal behavior, and perceived self-efficacy.  This graph is represented in Figure 5. 
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Figure 8: Scatter Plot of Principal Composite and Perceived Self-Efficacy 
 
 A moderate positive correlation seems to be suggested by this scatter plot.  A 
bivariate correlation of the data, generates a Pearson coefficient of .165.  The 2-tailed 
value of .042 is significant at the 0.05 level (r = .165, p < .05, n = 152).  This represents a 
weak, but significant, correlation of the data.  The r2 value for this set of data is .03 which 
explains only 3% of the relationship to total principal behavior. There are, however, eight 
dots which deviate from the general overall pattern, in the upper left quadrant of the 
scatter plot.  Eliminating just one of these data points, the most extreme of these outliers, 
a new coefficient of .204 is attained.  A 2-tailed value of .012 indicates significant at the 
0.05 level (r = .204, p < .05, n = 152).  
 The third research question, asked if there is a relationship between a teacher’s 
perceived self-efficacy, and his or her commitment to remain in teaching.  Moving 
perceived self-efficacy to the x-axis, and plotting commitment to teaching on the y-axis 
those values are represented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 9: Scatter Plot of Perceived Self-Efficacy and Commitment to Teaching 
 
 Values are clustered in the upper right section of the plot, and appear to indicate a 
moderate positive relationship.  This trend is confirmed with a fit line, which seems to 
demonstrate a higher positive relationship than the previous two questions.  Running the 
correlation in the SPSS program, reveals a Pearson Coefficient of .324 with a 2-tailed 
significance of .000, for N = 152.  This correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (r = 
.324, p < .01, n = 152).  This is the strongest of the correlations to this point and is a 
moderate association between the variables.  The higher correlation and low p value 
indicate that these results are significant. The coefficient of determination (r2) for this set 
of data is .10 which indicates that 10% of the data can be explained by the correlation. 
 The fourth, and final, research question was framed to determine if the level of 
principal support and supervision correlates to commitment to remain in teaching, in the 
same way, for novice and experienced teachers.  
 Novice teachers were identified as those individuals who have one to five years of 
experience determined by a response of one to survey question number three.  The 
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remaining teachers represent the experienced group.  Side by side scatter plots are shown 
for both novice and experienced teachers in Figure 7, representing commitment to 
teaching as a factor of principal supervision. 
 
         Novice Teachers                       Experienced Teachers   
  
Figure 10: Scatter Plots of Perceived Principal Support to Commitment to Teaching for    
     Novice and Experienced Teachers 
 
                              
 Selecting those teachers with Experience = 1, a correlation was conducted on only 
those respondents, with the variables commitment to teaching versus perceived principal 
support.  For an n = 8, the correlation yielded a Pearson Coefficient of .624 (r = .624, p = 
.098).  Due, in part, to the low number in the sample, the 2-tailed significance of .098, 
was not significant at any level.  These results are not significant and as a result the 
correlation is meaningless. 
 A variable set, with Experience > 1, was defined to select the remaining group of 
experienced teachers.  Running an analysis in SPSS for the 144 participants (n = 144) 
with more than five years of teaching experience, a Pearson Correlation value of .354 was 
calculated.  Returning a 2-tailed value of .000 for n =144, this finding indicates that this 
correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.  This correlation reflects a low to moderate 
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association.   The correlation for experienced teachers is significant.  As principal support 
increases, the commitment to remain in teaching, increases for experienced teachers.  A 
larger sample size may help to replicate these results for the novice group. 
 The values for perceived principal supervision were next considered.  Using the 
same criteria to select out the appropriate groups, commitment to remain in teaching and 
the perceived level of principal supervision were compared.  Scatter plots were generated, 
discriminating between the novice and experienced teachers.  These graphs are displayed 
in Figure 8. 
 
Novice  Teachers                 Experienced Teachers 
 
Figure 11: Scatter Plots of Perceived Principal Supervision to Commitment to Teaching     
     for Novice and Experienced Teachers 
 
 Due to the disparity between the n of each group, it is difficult to see any 
association either between the groups or within the set of data.  Statistical analysis, 
however, does reveal those relationships. 
 Once again, the results for the novice group (r = .654, p = .79, n = 8).  Upon initial 
review, the value of r = .654 looks promising but the results are not significant for this 
sample population. 
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 Running this same correlation, for the experienced group, n = 144, a Pearson 
Correlation coefficient of .258 was derived.  A 2-tailed significance of .002 indicates that 
this relationship is significant at the 0.01 level (r =.258, p < .01).  Although a Pearson 
coefficient of .258 represents a positive correlation, it is a weak relationship.  Based upon 
the r2 value of .07, 93% of the data is not explained. 
Summary 
 Statistical analysis to answer the four research questions resulted in positive, but 
weak to moderate correlations for the comparison datasets.  The strongest correlations 
existed for the effect of principal supervision and support upon the commitment of 
experienced teachers to remain in teaching.  Novice teachers, those with five or less years 
of experience, were separated into a subset to examine differences between experienced 
and beginning teachers.  The small sample of novice teachers (n = 8), did not provide 
statistically significant findings.  Further research will be necessary to determine if the 
results for novice teachers meets, or exceeds, correlations for the experienced group and 
reach minimal level of statistical significance. 
 The weakest correlation existed between principal support and perceived self-
efficacy, for the entire sample (n = 152).  The larger sample of experienced teachers  
(n = 144) provided statistically significant results, and may be the most important finding.  
We can have a great deal of confidence that the results are representative of the 
population.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 
 This chapter will provide a summary of the findings related to the impact of 
perceived principal supervision and support upon the perceived self-efficacy of teachers 
and their commitment to remain in the profession of teaching.  Conclusions, implications 
of the results, and recommendations for future research are discussed. 
Overview 
 This investigation examined the relationship between the perceptions of principal 
supervision and support to the perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  In addition, the level 
of commitment to remain in teaching for novice and experienced educators was studied 
in relationship to perceived self-efficacy and those same principal leadership behaviors.   
 Research has developed a connection between perceived self-efficacy and a 
number of positive outcomes in education (Pajares, 1996; Margolis & McCabe, 2004).  A 
tenuous relationship has also been established between principal leadership and 
improvements in educational performance (Leithwood, 1997; Greb, 2011; Lea, 2011). An 
additional relationship has been shown to exist between high levels of perceived self-
efficacy and a commitment to remain in teaching (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, 
2002).  
 One hundred and fifty two teachers from a suburban K-12 school district 
completed a 40-item questionnaire regarding their perceptions of their principal 
leadership, their school situation and their intent to remain in the profession of teaching.  
Correlational analysis was conducted on the results of these surveys to answer four 
research questions. 
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Conclusions 
 The first research question concerned the relationship between perceived active 
principal supervision and perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  Survey questions eleven 
through twenty gathered information regarding the teachers’ perception of their 
principal’s supervision activity. A weak positive correlation, significant at the 0.05 level 
(r = .164, p < .05), was found to exist between those principal activities and perceived 
self-efficacy.   A qualitative study (Hipp, 1996), found a connection between elements of 
transformational leadership which were related to higher levels of teacher efficacy.   A 
study by Walker and Slear (2011) also suggested that there is a positive relationship 
between principal leadership and perceived self-efficacy. 
 Before discussing the implications of this individual correlation and the first 
research question, it is helpful to simultaneously consider the second research question, 
which explored the connection between perceived principal support and perceived self-
efficacy of teachers.  That dimension of principal behavior was assessed by questions 
seven through ten.  A Pearson Correlation coefficient of .118 was calculated for the 
interplay between principal support and perceived self-efficacy (r = .118, p = .147).  The 
2-tailed value of .147 indicates that this very weak positive correlation is not significant 
at any level.  These values represent two aspects of principal leadership, but principal 
supervision activities have a greater positive correlation with perceived self-efficacy 
based upon these results, and are the only significant relationship.  This is interesting for 
a number of reasons.  By definition, perceived self-efficacy has been shown to be 
influenced by the component of affective states (Bandura, 1993, 1997).  For this reason, 
one might expect principal support to have a greater impact upon the perceived self-
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efficacy of teachers (Marzano, 2005).  The questions relating to principal support probe 
the degree to which a principal “cares” about them and whether they have a “great deal of 
trust” in their principal.  Despite the seemingly affective nature of these “feeling tone” 
questions, they had minimal impact upon perceived self-efficacy. 
 In contrast, responses related to the activities of the principal as educational leader 
had a stronger correlation to the perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  Initially, this may 
seem counter intuitive, but upon closer examination it appears to be consistent with 
Bandura’s theory about how perceived self-efficacy develops.   Bandura (1997) identified 
mastery experience, vicarious experience, and social persuasion along with affective 
states as components that contributed to the development of perceived self-efficacy.  
Activities identified as principal supervision included actions which are more directly 
related to the task of teaching, including: observation, gathering of data, goal setting, 
modeling and instructional strategies.  It should be gratifying to principals and school 
districts alike that these more traditional procedures that principals engage in are 
meaningful in positively influencing the perceived self-efficacy of teachers. 
 Expecting a higher positive correlation between principal behavior and perceive 
self-efficacy, it was disappointing to see such a weak relationship.  In an effort to 
examine the questions in greater detail, the values of principal supervision and support 
were combined, to form a new variable, termed principal composite.  Correlating this 
variable to perceived self-efficacy revealed a Pearson coefficient of .165 (r = .165, N = 
152, p < .05).  This still describes a rather weak association.   
Visually, the scatter plot (Figure 5) seemed to suggest a stronger positive 
correlation.  Several outliers were evident on the graph.  The most extreme had the 
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highest possible value for perceived self-efficacy, and the lowest value for principal 
behavior.  Removing just this one value increased the coefficient to .204, a stronger 
positive relationship.  Both of these correlations were found to be significant at the 0.05 
level (r = .204, n = 151, p < .05). 
 The difference in correlation, caused by eliminating one outlier for perceived 
principal behavior and perceived self-efficacy, provides a possible explanation for the 
somewhat weak correlations for all of the variables compared.  There appear to be some 
values which show extremely positive self-efficacy and low responses for perceptions of 
principal behavior.  Just a few of these responses would depress the overall positive 
correlation.  Given the complex nature of the teaching task and the varied personal 
characteristics which affect perceptions, it is likely that there are a few responses which 
vary greatly from the norm. 
 An additional explanation may be offered by the research of Weasmer and Woods 
(1998).  They found that principals who are overly critical might inhibit the development 
of perceived self-efficacy.  Teachers may perceive that principals have a high degree of 
involvement that is not necessarily positive or nurturing. 
 High perceived self-efficacy has been linked to higher retention rates for teachers 
(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, 2002).  Ebmeier (2003) found that formative 
evaluation by a principal had a positive effect upon self-efficacy.  Linking these two 
related areas of research, question three sought to establish a connection between 
principal supervision and support to a commitment to remain in the profession.  A 
bivariate correlation established a coefficient of .324, which was significant at the 0.01 
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level (r = .324, N = 152, p < .01), a measure that suggests a positive, but weak to 
moderate, relationship between those two constructs.  Results are highly significant. 
 Considering only the overall correlation of the data, it does not seem to lend 
strong support to the assertions suggested by the literature; however, closer examination 
of the scatter plot in Figure 8 may suggest an explanation.   
 There is a dense concentration of dots in the upper right quadrant of the scatter 
plot in Figure 8.  These points indicate respondents who perceived a great deal of 
principal supervision and possess a high commitment to remain in the teaching 
profession.  Based upon a visual inspection of the scatter plot in Figures 8, only one 
outlier perceived high principal supervision and had a relatively low commitment to 
teaching.  It may be that there is a threshold value for the perception of principal 
supervision that may correlate to higher levels of commitment to remain in teaching as 
well as other positive outcomes. 
 The fourth and final research question seeks to add to the understanding of the 
relationship suggested by the previous question.  Does the commitment to remain in 
teaching correlate differently to principal behavior, depending upon the experience level 
of teachers?  Not surprisingly, based upon the results for the third question, a positive, 
correlation was found for experienced teachers with more than five years of experience.  
Results for the novice group, with one to five years of experience, were not significant.    
 Retention of teachers is a concern in education, due to high attrition rates, and the 
benefits of experienced teachers upon student achievement (Allington, 2002; Rodriguez, 
2009).  Further support for retaining experienced teachers is offered by Pogodzinski and 
colleagues (2012) who found that the commitment of novice teachers to stay in education 
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was enhanced when they perceived a positive administrative climate in the school.  This 
does not directly link to principal behavior because perceptions of a positive school 
climate were deemed to be more influential than the perception of their relationship to the 
school principal.   
 Perceptions of principal support and supervision were significant for their effect 
on commitment to remain in teaching for experienced teachers in this study. The 
variables of principal support and commitment to remain in teaching created a correlation 
value of .624 (r = .624, n = 8, p = .98) for novice teachers, which seems to be a moderate 
positive correlation.  Due to the low number in the sample, however, it was not found to 
be significant and cannot be used.  The same variable of principal support compared to 
commitment to remain in teaching generated a Pearson Correlation coefficient of .354 (r 
= .354, n = 144, p < .01) for experienced teachers.  Due to the larger sample, n = 144, it 
was significant at the .01 level and is a significant finding. 
 The variable of principal supervision was significant for experienced teachers.  
The correlation between principal supervision and commitment to remain in teaching 
yielded the following values: .654 (r = .654, p = .79, n = 8) for the novice group and .258 
(r = .258, n = 144, p < .01) for the experienced group.  The results for the novice group 
must be ignored, as not significant, while the results for the experienced group are highly 
significant. 
 One consideration that is worth mentioning is the high level of perceived self-
efficacy in the school district being studied.  Standardized values for the Teachers’ Sense 
of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) over a long period of time 
produced a mean of 7.1 and a standard deviation of 0.98, as reported in Table 2.  The 
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results of this survey returned a mean of 7.58 and a standard deviation of 0.86.  While not 
a great difference, it suggests that the average perceived self-efficacy is higher and more 
tightly constrained.  A Cronbach alpha of .908 indicated a high degree of reliability 
between test items; indicating that they were measuring the same construct.  While it is a 
small difference, the respondents to this survey produced an average value that is higher 
and more tightly constrained.  This could also contribute to the weak correlations that 
were obtained. 
Implications of the Study 
 One of the major goals of investigations into the operation of schools and teacher 
behavior is to improve the learning outcomes for all students by identifying procedures 
and best practices that are productive and efficient.  The results of the correlations in this 
study do not provide overwhelming statistical evidence, to answer the research questions 
but can add to the discussion regarding principal behavior, perceived self-efficacy and 
commitment to remain in teaching. 
 The highest correlations were found to exist for perceived self-efficacy in relation 
to the commitment to remain in teaching.  Taken together with research in the literature 
(Pogodzinski, Youngs, Frank & Belman, 2012), these results suggest that higher levels of 
perceived self-efficacy is related to a higher commitment to remain in teaching.  
Significant correlations were found to exist for principal support and supervision, as they 
relate to commitment to remain in teaching for experienced teachers.  Accepting that 
weak correlation as an indication that principal support and supervision are associated 
with a greater commitment to remain in teaching, suggests that principal behavior is an 
important behavior.  It remains to be seen if this will be true for beginning teachers in 
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their first five years of service.  Because of the low level of significance these assertions 
cannot be made with confidence, for the novice teachers. 
 Correlations for experienced teachers, related to commitment to remain in 
teaching, provided positive but weak correlations.  Examination of the scatter plots, 
however, suggests that higher levels of perceptions of principal support may be related to 
a greater commitment to remain in teaching.  This is consistent with the research of 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2002) who found that high levels of perceived 
self-efficacy are related to a greater commitment to teaching.  While that research 
focused on perceived self-efficacy rather than principal supervision and support they 
seem to have relevance, in this situation. 
 While correlations between principal behavior and perceived self-efficacy are 
weak they still represent a positive correlation.   Results are especially significant for 
experienced teachers and their commitment to remain in teaching.   Influences in 
education are often modest (Ebmeier, 2003; Marzano, 2005), possibly due to the complex 
nature of the teaching task. Taking into account the weak correlations found between 
principal supervision and support may be more meaningful than first supposed.  If 
principal supervision and support can produce even minimal gains in perceived self-
efficacy, and the many positive benefits attributed to that construct, then it will be worth 
continued exploration.  Small improvements in principal behavior can produce 
exponentially greater improvements in student achievement (Marzano, 2005). 
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Recommendations for Future Research 
 Self-efficacy represents beliefs about personal ability to produce specific results 
(Bandura, 1997).  Teachers, however do not work alone, nor do they work in a vacuum, 
as this research has discussed.  Working in a school environment, individual teachers 
may have beliefs about the ability of the group to achieve certain objectives.  These 
beliefs represent a construct that has been identified as perceived collective teacher 
efficacy  (Goddard, 2001; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004).  
 It may be valuable to investigate the relationship between perceived collective 
teacher efficacy, within individual buildings, and the leadership behaviors of the 
principals of those buildings.  Both of these factors may result in higher rates of teacher 
retention (Pogodzinski, Youngs, Frank & Belman, 2012; Heitin, 2012). 
 Correlations between commitment to remain in teaching and perceived self-
efficacy produced moderate correlations for the group of novice teachers in this study;  
however, the sample size was too small to provide sufficient significance.  It may be 
meaningful to pursue this relationship in future investigations, with a population that is 
large enough to offer more statistically meaningful results. 
 Further research may be able to identify specific practices in principal supervision 
and support that may correlate more strongly with perceived self-efficacy.  One avenue to 
explore may be differences between transactional and transformational leadership and 
any differences in perceived self-efficacy that may exist.  This could be accomplished by 
changing some of the survey questions to coordinate with either transactional or 
transformational principal behaviors. 
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 The principal behavior reported in this thesis follows a traditional supervisory 
model.  It may be valuable for further research to focus on emerging methods of teacher 
supervision, which involve shorter more frequent principal interactions (Marshall, 2005). 
 Qualitative research, in the form of open ended interviews and other types of 
research, may be helpful in understanding the responses of those individuals who 
reported little to no principal support and indicated varying amounts of perceived self-
efficacy.  Since this investigation was based on perceptions of principal supervision and 
support, further probing may reveal why the activities of those principals was not seen as 
meaningful. 
 In this investigation, there was no discrimination between transactional and 
transformational principal leadership.  It may be helpful to examine differences in results 
caused by distinctions in forms of principal leadership (Bass, 1985; Greb, 2011; Lea, 
2011).   
 It may be interesting to also consider how perceived self-efficacy relates to 
principals who are viewed as either negatively or positively by the teaching staff they 
supervise.  It may be that the level of perceived involvement is more important than how 
well teachers “like” their supervisor.  Weasmer and Woods (1998) found that negative 
perceptions of the principal may inhibit the development of perceived self-efficacy. 
Summary 
 Correlations for this study produced results that indicate weak to moderate 
relationships between the research variables.  Coefficients, ranging from .118 to .324, 
signify that there is indeed a positive relationship between principal behavior and the 
variables of perceived self-efficacy and commitment to remain in teaching.   
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 Correlations were not significant, for the group of teachers with one to five years 
of experience, possibly due to a small sample size.  Weak, but significant, correlations 
were found for commitment to remain in teaching, among teachers with greater than five 
years of experience.   
 Similar correlations were found for principal supervision and support as it relates 
to perceived self-efficacy.  Though the association between variables is weak, continued 
efforts to improve principal leadership behaviors are encouraged, due to the potential 
benefits to be realized from the increase in the perceived self-efficacy of teachers.  
Modest improvements may result in large increases in student achievement due to the 
exponential effect that one principal may have upon multiple teachers who then impact 
large numbers of students. 
 Further research should be aimed at identifying specific best practices for 
principals.  A larger sample size of novice teachers may confirm the correlations that 
were suggested, but were not significant,  for the small subset that responded to this 
instrument. Overall the correlations were weak to moderate but consistent with previous 
research on this and related topics. 
 The work of principals has long been heralded as a way of developing high 
quality instruction and improving the performance of teachers.  Supervision techniques 
are widely applied with a weak conceptual grounding. 
 Although the results of this study do not provide overwhelming evidence that 
principal support and supervision directly enhance the performance of teachers, even 
small positive effects may cause incremental changes that accumulate to a larger benefit. 
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Appendix A: Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale1 (Short Form) 
Teacher Beliefs How much can you do?  Directions: This questionnaire is designed to 
help us gain a better understanding of the kinds of things that create difficulties for 
teachers in their school activities. Please indicate your opinion about each of the 
statements below. Your answers are confidential.  (Answers are reported on a 9 point 
Likert scale, anchored from “Nothing,” to “A Great Deal.” Reliability (0.94) 
 
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?  
2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work? 
3. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work 
4. How much can you do to help your students value learning?  
5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?  
6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  
7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?  
8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of     
    students? 
9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?  
10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students 
       are confused? 
11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?  
12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?  
105 
Appendix B: Principal Support of Teaching Scale (Seins & Ebmeier, 1996; Ebmeier, 
1990, 2002) 
 
The teacher’s belief that his or her principal was supportive of his or her attempts to 
become a better teacher and was willing to take an active part in this improvement 
process (Reliability 0.90).  This scale is completed using a 5 point Likert type scale 
anchored by “Strongly Agree” and “Strongly Disagree.”  Positive results are higher.  A 
score of 3 is neutral 
 
1. My principal is very supportive of my attempts to become a better teacher 
2. My principal is very helpful to me as I attempt to improve the instruction in my 
classroom 
3. My principal sincerely cares about helping me improve my teaching techniques 
4. I have a great deal of trust in my principal and believe he/she really cares about 
my continued improvement as a professional 
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Appendix C: Active Principal Supervision Scale (Ebmeier, 2002) 
 The extent to which the principal actively participated in a clinical supervision 
process through observations, data collection, feedback, goal setting and improvement 
strategies (Reliability 0.93) Ebmeier 2002.  This scale is completed using a 5 point Likert 
type scale anchored by “Strongly Agree” and “Strongly Disagree.”  Positive results are 
higher.  A score of 3 is neutral 
 
1. As part of the supervision/evaluation cycle, my principal often helps collect 
data which I find useful to help me improve my own instruction. 
2. During a supervision/evaluation conference, my principal is very useful in 
helping me set goals on which I can work 
3. As a result of my principal’s questioning during supervision/evaluation 
conferences I have been stimulated to analyze my own teaching 
4. During the supervision/evaluation conferences, my principal asks probing 
questions that really make me think. 
5. My principal and I often discuss the instructional strategies use in my 
classroom. 
6. I often look to my principal as a person who can individually help me improve 
the instruction in my class 
7. My principal offers specific improvement suggestions during 
supervision/evaluation conferences. 
8. My principal encourages me to use more than one instructional strategy when 
I teach. 
9. My principal frequently observes my classroom. 
10. When my principal observes my classroom, he/she looks for specific things 
upon which we agreed. 
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Appendix D: Commitment to Teaching  
The teacher’s commitment to the profession of teaching (Reliability 0.85) (Diagnostic 
Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness, Ebmeier, 1990).  This scale is 
completed using a 5 point Likert type scale anchored by “Strongly Agree” and “Strongly 
Disagree.”  Positive results are higher.  A score of 3 is neutral. 
 
1. I am proud to be a teacher 
2. Teaching is an excellent profession 
3. I tend to identify with teaching and strongly support it when it is attacked 
4. I would leave teaching for another profession if I could 
5. I tell my friends that I will stay in teaching for many years to come 
6. If offered a better salary, I would move to another profession 
7. This job gives me professional satisfaction 
8. I enjoy my school work very much  
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Appendix E: ISLLC Standards and Functions  
Standard 1: An education leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating  
the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning  
that is shared and supported by all stakeholders.  
 
Functions:  
A. Collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission  
B. Collect and use data to identify goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and promote 
organizational learning  
C. Create and implement plans to achieve goals  
D. Promote continuous and sustainable improvement  
E. Monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans  
 
Standard 2: An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating, 
nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to 
student learning and staff professional growth.  
 
Functions  
A. Nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration, trust, learning, and high expectations  
B. Create a comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular program  
C. Create a personalized and motivating learning environment for students  
D. Supervise instruction  
E. Develop assessment and accountability systems to monitor student progress  
F. Develop the instructional and leadership capacity of staff  
G. Maximize time spent on quality instruction  
H. Promote the use of the most effective and appropriate technologies to support teaching 
and learning  
I. Monitor and evaluate the impact of the instructional program  
 
Standard 3: An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring  
management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and  
effective learning environment.  
 
Functions:  
A. Monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems  
B. Obtain, allocate, align, and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological  
resources  
C. Promote and protect the welfare and safety of students and staff  
D. Develop the capacity for distributed leadership  
E. Ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality instruction and 
student learning. 91  
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Standard 4: An education leader promotes the success of every student by  
collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to diverse community  
interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.  
 
Functions:  
A. Collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educational environment  
B. Promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the community‘s diverse cultural, 
social, and intellectual resources  
C. Build and sustain positive relationships with families and caregivers  
D. Build and sustain productive relationships with community partners  
 
Standard 5: An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with 
integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner.  
 
Functions:  
A. Ensure a system of accountability for every student‘s academic and social success  
B. Model principles of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical 
behavior  
C. Safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and diversity  
D. Consider and evaluate the potential moral and legal consequences of decision-making  
E. Promote social justice and ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects of 
schooling  
 
Standard 6: An education leader promotes the success of every student by 
understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal, and 
cultural context.  
 
Functions:  
A. Advocate for children, families, and caregivers  
B. Act to influence local, district, state, and national decisions affecting student  
learning  
C. Assess, analyze, and anticipate emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt  
leadership strategies  
 
Council of Chief State School Officers  
One Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Suite 700  
Washington, DC 20001-1431 2008 
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Appendix F: Letter of Permission from School District 
 
COUNCIL ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 
CHANCELLOR CENTER 
30 N. CHANCELLOR STREET 
NEWTOWN, PA 18940 
 
MR. MARK J. KLEIN       CHARLES J. LAMBERT, Ph.D.  
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS     DIRECTOR OF SPECIAL 
SERVICES  
TELEPHONE (215) 944-1000      TELEPHONE (215) 944-1000  
FAX (215) 944-1031       FAX (215) 944-1061  
 
March 5, 2013  
 
Mr. Len Spearing  
Holland Middle School  
 
Dear Len,  
 
Mark Klein, Superintendent of Schools, has asked me to review the survey you intend to 
administer to Council Rock School District staff as a part of your doctoral dissertation 
research. The purpose of the review is to determine if the district will grant permission for 
this survey to be administered to our staff.  
Please be advised that I have reviewed the survey and find it suitable for the intended 
purpose. Permission to proceed is hereby given. I will so notify Mr. Klein.  
Please let me know if you need anything further and best of luck in your research.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Charles J. Lambert, Ph.D. 
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Appendix G: Permission from Professor Woolfolk Hoy to Use Self-efficacy scales 
 
 
 
Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D.      Professor 
        Psychological Studies in Education 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Leonard, 
 
You have my permission to use the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale in your research. A 
copy of both the long and short forms of the instrument as well as scoring instructions 
can be found at: 
 
http://www.coe.ohio-state.edu/ahoy/researchinstruments.htm 
 
 
Best wishes in your work, 
 
 
 
Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D. 
Professor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
College of Education        Phone 614-292-3774 
29 West Woodruff Avenue   www.coe.ohio-state.edu/ahoy   FAX 614-292-7900 
Columbus, Ohio 43210-1177        Hoy.17@osu.edu 
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Appendix H: Permission Email to Use Principal Scales 
From: Ebmeier, Howard H. [howard@ku.edu] Sent: Sun 12/30/2012 10:44 AM 
To: Len Spearing 
RE: Dissertation Request 
 
Feel free to use the scales. No charge. Good luck. HE 
Howard Ebmeier 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
University of Kansas 
439 J. R. Pearson Hall 
1122 West Campus Road 
Lawrence, Kansas 66045 
 
From: Len Spearing [LSpearing@comcast.net] 
Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2012 10:52 PM 
To: Ebmeier, Howard H. 
Subject: Dissertation request 
 
Dear Dr. Ebmeier, 
  
I am currently working on a Ph.D. proposal at Drexel University.  I have less than a year to 
complete my research but, at this point, it still appears to be feasible. I am seeking to investigate 
the relationship between perceived self-efficacy and principal behavior.  I thought it was a more 
novel topic when I started my research several years ago. 
  
I came across your research when conducting my review of the literature.  I would like to use 
three of the subscales which are credited to you related to Principal Support, Active Supervision 
and Commitment to Teaching.  I believe they may be from the Diagnostic Assessment of School 
and Principal Effectiveness scale.   
  
Please let me know if I may have your permission to use these scales or what payment would be 
appropriate.  Thank you. 
  
Best Regards, 
  
Len Spearing 
Council Rock School District 
LSpearing@comcast.net 
215-514-8991 
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Vita 
 
 Leonard M. Spearing has been a middle school special education teacher for over 
30 years in the Council Rock School District, located in Southeastern Pa.  He has served 
as chairperson for the special education department for the last ten years.  In addition to 
his teaching responsibilities he is the head track coach for the Mens’ Track team in both 
the winter and spring seasons, a position he has held for the last eight years. 
 Leonard attended LaSalle College, on a full academic scholarship and graduated 
cum laude with a Bachelor of Arts degree in Special Education in 1980.  He received a 
Master of Education degree in Educational Media from Temple University in 1986.  He 
possesses teaching certifications from the Pennsylvania Department of Education in the 
following areas: 
 Mentally and/or Physically Handicapped K-12 
Mathematics 7-9 
 
Science 7-9 
 
English 7-9 
 
Citizenship Education 7-9 
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